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2151. By the SPEAKER: Petitlon of
Stephen A. Mascaro, assistant secretary, Lou-
isiana State Bar Association, New Orleans,
La., stating their opposition to the granting
of admiralty jurisdiction to the bankruptcy
court, as is proposed in House bill 3111,
Eighty-first Congress; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

2152. Also, petition of Jose Palermo Jor=
dan, chairman, Industrial Soldiers Associa-
tion, Guayama, P. R., requesting that legis-
lation be passed giving relief to and making
justice for those who gave their best efforts
for the cause of democracy; to the Commit-
tee on the Judiciary.

SENATE
Frinay, May 19, 1950

(Legislative day of Wednesday, March
. 29, 1950)

The Senate met at 12 o’clock meridian,
on the expiration of the recess.

The Chaplain, Rev. Frederick Brown
Harris, D. D., offered the following
prayer.

Our Father God, we beseech Thee that
Thou wilt make this moment of devotion
a pavilion of Thy peace, as trusting only
in Thy mercy we bring our soiled sogals
‘to Thy cleansing grace. We come with
heavy burdens on our minds and hearts
for our Nation and for the world. We
come with deep anxiety concerning the
future our children will inherit from our
.hands. Yet we live and labor in the
faith that Thy truth is marching on,
even in the perplexities of these terrific
-days. Take us, we pray Thee, as we
are, with unfulfilled purposes and dis-
appointed hopes, with impulses, striv-
ings, longings, so often frustrated and
thwarted; and even with what is broken
and imperfeet in us make Thy radiant
dreams for all Thy children come true.
We ask it in the name of Him who made
‘human life a sacrament and a cross a
throne. Amen.

THE JOURNAL

On request of Mr. Lucas, and by unan-
imous consent, the reading of the
Journal of the proceedings of Thursday,
May 18, 1950, was dispensed with.

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT

Messages in writing from the President
of the United States submitting nomi-
nations were communicated to the Sen-
ate by Mr. Miller, one of his secretaries.

LEAVES OF ABSENCE

On his own request, and by unanimous
consent, Mr. Younc was excused from
attendance on the sessions of the Senate
on Monday, Tuesday, and Wednesday
of next week.

Mr. GREEN, Mr. President, under
date of February 22 the Senate unani-
mously passed Senate Resolution 231,
authorizing the Senate Committee on
Foreign Relations, or any duly author-
ized subcommittee thereof, to conduct a
full and complete study and investigation
as to whether persons who are disloyal to
the United States are, or have been, em-
ployed by the Department of State. As
a result a special subcommittee, of which
I am a member, was immediately estab-
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lished and has been operating since that
time. On Monday, April 24, this spe-
cial subcommittee, by vote, appointed me
and the Senator from Massachusetts
[Mr. Longe]l a special committee of two
for the purpose of investigating the se-
curity program of the Department of
State and its foreign establishments.

In this conneection it is necessary for
this speeial committee of two to visit
Frankiurt-am-Main, Germany, and pos-
sibly other places in Europe, for the pur-
pose of conducting the investigation
abroad. It is expected that we shall de-
part on May 23 or shortly thereafter
and that we shall return to Washington
approximately on June 6.

I am asking that we be excused from
attendance at sessions of the Senate and
its committes meetings during that time.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there ob-
Jection to the unanimous-consent re-
quest of the Senator from Rhode Is-
land? The Chair hears none, and it is
so orderad.

CALL OF THE ROLL

Mr. LUCAS. I suggest the absence of
& quorum.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Secre-
tary will call the roll.

The roll was called, and the following
Senators answered to their names:

Aiken Hickenlooper Martin
Anderson Hill Maybank
Eenton Hoey Mundt
Brewster Holland Myers
Bricker Humphrey Neely
Bridges Hunt O’'Conor
Butler Ives O'Mahoney
Byrd Jenner Robertson
Cain Johnson, Colo. Russell
Capehart Johnson, Tex. Saltonstall
Chapman Johnston, 8. C. Schoeppel
Connally Kefauver Smith, Maine
Cordon Kem Smith, N. J.
Darby Kerr Sparkman
Donnell Kilgore Stennis
Douglas Knowland Taft
Dworshak Leahy Tayior
Eastland Lehman Thomas, Utah
Ecton Lodge Thye
Ellender Long Tobey
Ferguson Lucas Tydings
Flanders McCarran Vandenberg
Fulbright McCarthy Watkins
George MecClellan Wherry
Gillette MeFarland Wiley
Green McKellar ‘Williams
Gurney McMahon Young
Hayden Magnuson

Hendrickson  Malone

Mr. MYERS. I announce that the
Senator from New Mexico [Mr. CHAVEZ]
and the Senator from Oklahoma [Mr.
Traomas] are absent by leave of the
Szanate.

The Senator from California [Mr.
Downeyx] and the Senator from North
Carolina [Mr. GraraM] are absent be-
cause of illness.

The Senator from Delaware [Mr.
Frear] is absent by leave of the Senate
on official business.

The Senator from Montana [Mr.
MurraY] is absent because of a death in
his family.

The Senator from Florida [Mr. PEp-
PER] is absent on public business.

The Senator from KEentucky [Mr.
WitHERS] is necessarily absent.

Mr., SALTONSTALL. I announce
that the Senator from North Dakota
[Mr. Lancer], the Senator from Colorado
[Mr. MinLiin], and the Senator from
Oregon [Mr. Morse] are absent by leave
of the Senate.
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The VICE PRESIDENT. A quorum is
present.

SENATOR VANDENBERG, OF MICHIGAN

The VICE PRESIDENT. For himself
and for the entire membership of the
Senate, the Chair expresses the pleasure
and happiness we all feel in the pres-
ence today of the distinguished senior
Senator from Michigan [Mr. VANDEN-
BERG]. The Chair hopes that his health
may continue to improve until it is en-
tirely restored. [Applause, Senators
rising.]l

PRESENCE IN THE GALLERY COF

DISTINGUISHED JURISTS

Mr. MYERS obtained the fioor.

Mr. ROBERTSON. Mr. President,
will the Senator yield so that I may make

‘a short announcement?

Mr. MYERS. 1 yield for that purposs.

Mr. ROBERTSON. Mr. President; I
feel highly honored today to have in the
family gallery as my guests an old college
mate who is the chief justice of Virginia
Court of Appeals, Chief Justice Edward
W. Hudgins. He is accompanied by a
very distinguished jurist from Ohio, Carl
V. Weygandt, chief justice of the Su-
preme Court of Ohio; by F. D. G. Ribble,
dean of the University of Virginia Law
School, whose opinions on constitutional
law have been quoted more frequently
by the United States Supreme Court
than those of any other lawyer, and by
John L. Walker, former president of the
Virginia Bar Association. These distin-
guished jurists have come here today to
lock upon the greatest legislative body in
the world. If at some future date they
are forced to hand down decisions ex-
pressing a contrary viewpoint, I feel it
will be our own fault.

ANNOUNCEMENT AS TO TRANSACTION OF
ROUTINE BUSINESS

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. President, if the
Senator from Pennsylvania concludes his
address before 1 o'clock and sufficient
time intervenes, Senators will be per-
mitted to present petitions and memo-
rials, introduce bills and joint resolu-
tions, and submit routine matters for the
Recorp. If not, I shall make a unani-
mous-consent request for that purpose
immediately after the vote on the clo-
ture petition.

FEDERAL FAIR EMPLOYMENT PRACTICE
ACT

The Senate resumed consideration of
the motion of Mr. Lucas to proceed to
the consideration of the bill (S. 1728) to
prohibit diserimination in employment
because of race, religion, or national
origin. Y

Mr. MYERS. Mr. President, at the
beginning, I want to emphasize the
grave responsibility which was placed
upon this body by the action of its Mem-
bers in the last session in adopting a
new cloture rule which requires the votes
of 64 Senators to impose a limit on de-
bate. This new rule was adopted by the
Senate shortly after both political par-
ties concluded their presidential cam-
paigns in which they solemnly pledge
their support to platforms that promised
the American people positive action by

‘Congress in eliminating discriminatory

employment practices.
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As chairman of the committee which
wrote the Democratic platform of 1948,
I can attest to the deep sincerity of those
who successfully urged that our party
state emphatically and explicity iis
views on fair employment practices. I
can attest also to the sincerity and en-
thusiasm of those who accepted and sup-
ported our party’'s platform.

The Republican Farty, just as sincere-
ly, I am sure, wrote the following words
into its platform:

This right of equal opportunity to work
and to advance in life should never be lim-
ited in any individual because of race, re-
ligion, coler, or creed. We favor the enact-
ment and just enforcement of such Federal
legislation as may be necessary to meaintain
this right at all times in every part of this
Republie.

S=nators of both political parties who
urged or supported our present cloture
rule were fully cognizant of these
pledges in the platforms of both great
parties.

Distinguished Members of the Senate
have said that they have no doubt that
cloture can be obtained under this rule
on an antilynching bill, or on a poll-tax
bill, Let me point out to those Sena-
tors, and to every American -citizen,
that the grave responsibility placed
upon this body by the adoption of the
new rule will not be fulfilled unless clo-
ture can be obtained not only on an
antilynching bill or a poll-tax bill, but
also on the question before us now. It
is clear to all that without cloture, we
are not likely to have a fair-employ-
ment-practice law.

In view of the pledges that have been
made by both great political parties,
and in view of the responsibility which
was placed -ipon us by the adoption of
our new cloture rule, we are all im-
pelled to assert our finest efforts and
greatest influence in marshaling the
forces necessary to approve this cloture
motion. We shall not be fulfilling our
responsibility to the American people
if we content ourselves with what we
have already done, if, with greater effort,
we might do more.

If we are to have a proper under-
standing of S. 1728, the Senate fair-em-
ployment-practice bill, we must view it
in its proper perspective, It is not a plan
aimed at a particular section of the
country. Rather, it is a positive and
proved method of ameliorating discrimi-
natory practices against American citi-
zens; practices which prevail in prac-
tically every section of the United States.

Abundant evidence of discriminatory
practices in nearly every part of the
United State.: has been presented to
committees in the Congress, and has
been reviewed in speeches on the Senate
floor. I shall not take the time to repeat
these specific examples of discrimina-
tory practices which are occurring daily
throughout our country. It is more im-
portant that we emphasize here, and
that we remember that there are mil-
lions of Americans who are being de-
prived of an equal opportunity with the
rest of our American citizens in earning
a livelihood.

Too many Americans—millions of
people living in this great Republic
founded on the principles of freedom
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and justice—are being discriminated
against, systematically or otherwise, in
respect to the most fundamental and
basie right which democracy offers, that
is, the right, along with other men, to
pursue a profession or earn a living.

In the words of our former great Sec-
retary of State, George C. Marshall:

Society is not free if law-abiding citizens
live in fear of being denied the right to work.

So, Mr. President, I shall take at the
outset the position that there are sub-
stantial numbers of “law-abiding eit-
izens” who “live in fear of being denied
the right to work.”

Operating on this assumption, I think
we should make three main inquiries in
regard to the bill before us.

First, what do we propose to do about
assuring the right to work? Second,
will our proposal accomplish what we
intended to do? And, finally, do we in
Congress have the constitutional power
to enact such a law?

I want to turn my attention now to
the matter of insuring the right to work.
The right to work under a free-enterprise
system is the right to live, the right to
earn a livelihood which will support an
individual and his family, the right to
engage as a productive member of so-
ciety, turning out the goods we need to
maintain our standard of living, and,
finally, the right as a consumer to share
in the use of the product by which our
living standard is defined.

A man without a job is certainly mak-
ing no contribution to the productive
wealth of our country. This is obvious.
It is overwhelmingly true as well that
most men out of work lack any inde-
pendent resources which would other-
wise permit them to consume any appre-
ciable quantity of the goods and services
furnished by others. I do not have to
impress upon anyone the importance of
the argument that our economy flour-
ishes in direct relation to the purchasing
power of our people. The man who buys
but little contributes but little toward
the employment and productivity of our
Nation.

A dozen years ago Congress deter-
mined as a matter of national policy to
establish the principle of a minimum
wage for those whose work fowed
through the channels of interstate com-
merce. That law was vigorously at-
tacked before it was passed, and the at-
tack continued in some force for years

‘after the law was enacted. Today the
-principle of a minimum wage for those

who work in interstate commerce is
almost universally accepted, and the only
arguments that are pressed with any
insistence are raised against the amount
of minimum wage, and not against the
principle itself.

Now the primary principle which un-
derlay the original minimum-wage legis-
lation was the recognition that the pur-
chasing power of the worker as con-
sumer was an all-important requirement
to the productive wealth of our economy.
Unless a man can purchase in propor-
tion to the goods or services he creates,
it is quite evident that the market for
the things we make is seriously cur-
tailed, and, furthermore, the worker
whose pay is woefully inadequate is
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clearly deprived of anything approach-
ing real participation in what we like
to think of as the American way of life.
The minimum-wage law has the bene-
ficial effect not only of increasing the
purchasing power of those on the bot-
tom of the economic stack, who are cov-
ered by the law itself, but, by raising the
wage standards in covered employment,
the law has the effect of raising purchas-
ing power generally for low-paid work-
ers, even though their jobs are not
covered by the minimum-wage law.
But the minimum-wage law applies
only to those who can obtain a job. For
those others—and there are many of
them—who are unable to find work, not

" because they are incapable of working,

but simply because they have been re-
jected for reasons of their religious be-
liefs, or their race, or their national
origins, the minimum-wage law has no
force or effect whatsoever. The people
who are turned down for employment in
work which they are capable of doing
are forced to accept any kind of wage
that is offered them. These rejected
people in a given community or State
or section of the Nation form pools of
surplus labor available for a song. Their
abilities are not utilized as they might
be, and their purchasing power, apart
from the barest necessities of life, con-
tributes nothing to the employment
of others. These people, discriminated
against because of race, religion, or na-
tional origin, are certainly not, in an
economic sense, participants in the
American way of life. And I think that
most of those who object to the legisla-
tion presently before us will have no
argument with me on that score.

I feel, however, that those who oppose
legislation which would assure the right
to work to those capable of working fail
t> see the broader consequences of the
piteous economic standards which so
often characterize those who have been
discriminated against. They fail to
realize that the very existence of a pool
of labor available for a pittance has the
net result of pulling down the wage
standards and purchasing power of
groups of people able to find work with-
out discrimination. There is no doubt
about this, Mr. President. Those who
are forced to work for next to nothing
are the rankest kind of unfair competi-
tion against others who work in the same
area. In short, those who because of
discrimination are deprived of a right to
work at a job they are capable of per-
forming, pull down the living standards
not only of themselves, but of all others
in their communities and, for that mat-
ter, of the Nation itself.

Unfair employment practices are a
broad detour around the whole principle
of a minimum-wage law. The right to
work is a fundamental part of the right
to the reasonable minimum-wage stand-
ards which have been in force on a na-
tional basis for a dozen years.

No one can calculate the loss to our
national wealth which we suffer as a
consequence of failing to make use of
the skills and capabilities of all our peo-
ple, and no one can calculate the loss we
sustain as a result of limited purchasing
power on the part of so substantial a
group of Americans.
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There is no part of America, Mr,
President, in which unfair employment
practices do not exist to some degree. 1
think if we look realistically at the liv-
ing standards and wealth of any part of
our country we shall find the lowest
standards in the areas in which discrim-
ination is worst.

I realize it may be argued that dis-
crimination may well increase as the
economic health of an area grows
worse—the argument, in substance, that
discrimination is the result, not the
cause, of worsening economic conditions.
There is no simple answer to this argu-
ment; but I believe that those who argue
that discrimination is the result of eco-

nomic distress may be answered suffi-’

ciently by pointing out the tremendous
strides toward economic health which
have been made in our poorest commu-
nities as a result of a minimum-wage
law. This cannot be challenged. The
minimum-wage law, even without the
companion protection of the right to
work, has brought about substantial ad-
vances in the living standard of many
of the poorer sections in the United
States.

The case which I make here for the
enactment of a fair-employment-prac-
tice law has been couched squarely in
economic terms. I have not done this
because I am unaware of the human
feelings which are very, very much in-
volved in a matter of this sort. Heaven
knows, we are all very much aware of
the feelings in the hearts of the millions
of Americans who live, day after day,
with the knowledge that they do not
enjoy the full-fledged rights and privi-
leges of American citizenship. The in-
justice of this is alone sufficient to de-
mand enactment of FEPC legislation in
a nation which is predicated on the belief
of freedom and opportunity for all.

Neither have I said anything about the
social implications of this law, becauss
I feel that they more properly belong to
the second question which I raised ear-
lier, namely, Will the pending FEPC bill
accomplish what we intended to do?
That is the question which I shall take
up at this time.

I have no doubt at all that a Federal
FEPC law will be highly successful. The
experiences of the States and communi-
ties which have adopted fair-employ-
ment-practice laws are convincing proof
that the principle of this proposed stat-
ute is sound, and that it will work.

The objections which are being vciced
today against a Federal statute on this
subject were also leveled against State
and local FEPC laws. Businessmen
feared consumer resistance if certain
minorities were employed in public es-
tablishments. It was argued that the
right of employers to manage and oper-
ate their own business enterprises would
be largely destroyed. Mass walk-outs of
employees were predicted.

It should be kept in mind that these
State and local laws apply to communi-
ties where deeply grained prejudices
exist—prejudices that run just as deeply
in those communities as they do in any
area of the Nation. Yet, we have learned
that not one of those forebodings was
justified.
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There has been no consumer resist-
ance in the areas where these laws are
in force.

Studies conducted in New York, the
first State to adopt a fair-employment-
practice law, have shown that the pub-
lic has fully accepted the employment
of minority groups in public establish-
ments.

Similarly, employers have not found
that the requirements of fair-employ-
ment-practice laws interfere with their
independence in operating their busi-
nesses.

Of 65 employers in the State of
New Jersey whose views on FEPC were
solicited by the State enforcement
agency, not one expressed a negative or
unfavorable reaction to the law. Let me
state some typical responses. The St.
Regis Paper Co. reported:

No problems that had not previously been
with us have been ralsed since the incep-
tion of the law, nor has it interfered with
our hiring procedure.

The New York Shipbuilding Corp. made
this comment:

Inreply to your inquiry * * * we wish
to say that the subject law has caused no
new difficulties or problems in our business,
* * =* The law in question has not inter-
fered with our right to select the most com-
petent workers for our operations. * * *
We have heard no adverse criticism concern-
ing the administration of the antidiscrimina-
tion law.

Likewise, no mass walk-outs have re-
sulted from the passage of these laws.
The chairman of the New York State
Commission on Discrimination, in his
testimony before a congressional com-
mittee, stated that the dire predictions
voiced by one-time opponents of the New
York law had not materialized, that mass
walk-outs of employees in protest of the
law have not occurred.

It is a fair conclusion that the State
and local FEFC laws have been accepted
generally in the finest cooperative spirit
by nearly all groups in those commu-
nities.

Of course, it has been contended here
that our Southern States are entirely
different; that an FEPC law would not
work in the South, that it would meet
with solid and persistent opposition in
every southern community. I seriously
question the soundness of those views.
Basically, the South is no different from
the other parts of our country. In the
final analysis, prejudices are made of the
same stuff, regardless of where they are
found. I have every confidence that an
FEPC law would be accepted by most
southern communities in a fine spirit of
cooperation.

A survey made by Fortune magazine
has shown that a substantial portion of
the white population in the South favor
fair-employment-practice legislation. I
have been advised that white workers in
a plant at Anniston, Ala., went on strike
to obtain equal pay for both white and
Negro workers. Today in that particular
plant, Negro and white workers are paid
the same for equal work.

Many thousands of southerners share
the view expressed by former Gov. Ellis
Arnall, of Georgia, when he said:

Pay the Negro good wages for his work,
give him the opportunity to demonstrate
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his own capacity to learn, work, and earn,
give him his constitutional rights and.you
have solved this distorted so-called race
problem.

An editorial from the Birmingham
News, in Alabama, gives force to my be-
lief that FEPC will work in the South.
This editorial reads in part as follows:

There are always some people everywhere
who are disposed to taking a suspicious or
prejudiced view toward FEPC. Here, in Bir-
mingham, happily, we surely can say
such persons are decidedly in the minority.
(Editorial, June 18, 1942.)

The prospects for successful adminis-
tration of a fair-employment-practice
law in the South are so promising that we
should not permit the forebodings of
overcautious persons to divert us from
our great objective—equal opportunity
for all men.

Every precaution has been taken to
confine the application of this measure
to economic problems. Small-business
enterprises where close personal rela-
tions may exist between employer and
employees have been exempted from the
application of this proposed law. The
modern factory is not a social club, All
charitable and fraternal organizations
likewise have been exempted, as another
precaution to assure that this bill, if en-
acted into law, will not tread upon close
personal relationships.

The opponents of this measure have
argued with considerable force that Con-
gress does not have the constitutional
authority to enact a Federal FEPC
law, and this raises the third question I
asked earlier, This question must be
answered ultimately by the Supreme
Court. However, I have no doubt at all
that the commerce clause of the Consti-
tution places in Congress full power to
act on this matter,

The authority of Congress over inter-
state commerce has been interpreted
through a long series of Supreme Court
decisions as being full and complete. In
1913 the Shreveport rate case laid down
the principle that Congress, under its
commerce authority, could regulate ac-
tivities confined entirely within a State,
if those activities affected interstate
commerce,

This doctrine was recently reaffirmed
by the Supreme Court in National Labor
Relations Board against Jones &
Laughlin Steel Corp., where it was
held that Congress under its commerce
authority could lay down rules governing
the conduect of workers and employers
engaged in industrial production, even
though the production process was con-
fined entirely within a State. The pro-
duction process was subject to congres-
sional authority because it affected com-
merce by influencing the flow of goods
into the State and out of the State.

Since the proposed bill is limited by its
terms to business engaged in, or car-
rying on, operations affecting interstate
commerce, there is no doubt that Con-
gress can regulate some of the activities
of these businesses. The important in-
quiry is: Does Congress have the author-
ity to regulate under the commerce
clause the specific matter of discrimina-
tory employment practices?

Here again, the answer is clear. If
these practices affect the flow of com-
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merce, they are clearly within the power
of Congress. It is argued by the op-
ponents of this bill that employment
practices are a strictly local matter,
merely an internal business proeedure,
with no bearing on interstate commerce.

Opponents of FEPC will note with
interest .that our courts, in Troppy
against LaSara Farmers Gin Co., held
that Congress, under the commerce
clause, could validly authorize the De-
partment of Agriculture to place penal-
ties upon strictly local sales of cotton.
This decision is the basis of the cotton-
support program. Our courts, in Wal-
lace against Currin, also held that Con-
gress, under the commerce power, had
the authority to prohibit the local aue-
tioning of tobacco, unless it was first in-
spected and graded.

In both cases Congress, under its com-
merce power, asserted authority over the
day-to-day activities of business enter-
prises. Upon these decisions is based the
authority of the Department of Agricul-
ture to conduct its cotton price-support
program and the tobacco-inspection
program. These laws affect purely local
activities and limit the freedom of action
of individual businessmen every bit as
much as would the bill which is the sub-
ject of this motion. I do not believe that
the opponents would argue that Congress
did not have authority to act in these
cases.

Fair employment practices are clearly
subject to the control of Congress. The
failure of employers to utilize fully the
high skills available to them in the labor
force adversely affects the free flow of
commerce. Discriminatory practices in
some States, which have resulted in
cheap sources of labor, burden interstate
commerce to the extent that they create
a detriment to other States where the
cost of labor has not been depressed
through discriminatory practices. I have
no doubt of the authority of Congress to
pass this bill.

Those who question the constitutional-
ity of the bill point to the reserved power
of the States under the tenth amend-
ment. The argument ceases to have any
force at all, once it is assumed that Con-
gress has authority to act under the
commerce clause. This will be made
clear by the following quotation from
Troppy against LaSara Farmers Gin
Co., the case which sustained the validity
of the cotton price-support program:

The tenth amendment 1s not applicable to
Federal regulations within the scope of the
commerce power, because in case of conflict
this power ted to the Federal Govern-
ment dominates the power reserved to the
States.

I submit that we should not delay ac-
tion here because of any fear that this
bill is not within the authority of Con-
gress. The decisions of our courts es-
tablish the power of Congress beyond
any serious doubt.

In conclusion, I want again to impress,

upon the Members of this body the grave
responsibility which the Senate accepted
in approving our present cloture rule. It
is clearly our duty to the American peo-
ple to exert every effort and to do all in
our power to obtfain eloture on the mo-
tion to take up the FEFC bill,
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The enactment of a fair-employment-
practice law will be a positive step for-
ward, -We will be rededicating ourselves
to the basic ideals of democracy. I am
confident that this proposed legislation,
which has been most carefully drafted,
can be successfully administered in every
part of the country. I am confident that
most southern communities, once they
have become familiar with the great ob-
jectives of this bill, will give it their
finest cooperation.

The power to act is clearly defined
within the authority of Congress. The
solution to this serious problem can wait
no longer. I therefore sincerely hope
that the cloture motion will be adopted.

TRANSACTION OF ROUTINE BUSINESS

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that Senators be per-
mitted to present petitions and memo-
rials, introduce bills and joint resolu-
tions, and submit routine matters for the
Recorp without debate and without
speeches.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there ob-
jection? The Chair hears none, and it
is so ordered.

RELIEF OF CERTAIN CONTRACTORS IN
CONSTRUCTION OF UNITED STATES AP-
PRAISERS BUILDING, SAN FRANCIECO,
CALTF.

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the
Senate the amendments of the House of
Representatives to the bill (S. 794) for
the relief of certain contractors em-
ployed in connection with the construc-
tion of the United States Appraisers
Building, San Francisco, Calif.,, which
were, on page 1, line 10, strike out all
after “California:” over to and includ-
ing “$2,902.23;” on page 2, line 1; on
page 2, line 1, strike out *$105,286.51"
and insert “$36,127.93”; on page 2, line
2, strike out “$40,892.56" and insert
*“$27,221.01”; on page 2, line 3, strike out
“$23,910.04” and insert “$15,044.93”; and
on page 2, line 4, strike out “$9.283.00"
and insert “$5,366.40; Plant Rubber and
Asbestos Works, $3,502.17; Emil Solve,
$2,483.34; Dohrmann Hotel Supply Co.,
$97.30; Mundet Cork & Co., $7,253.95;
S. H. Pomeroy, $8,128.18; Fire Protection
Products Co., $895.49; Lamson Corp.,
$267.84; Texas Quarries, $709.84; Frank
B. Smith, $1.509; Turner Resilient
Floors, Inc., $4,068.02; D. N. and E,
Walter & Co., $5673.93; Phoenix Simpton
Co., $362.13; and Acme Floors, $115.92.”

Mr. McCARRAN, Mr, President, I
made a brief explanation of the House
changes yesterday, and I now move that
the Senate concur in the House amend-
ments.

The motion was agreed to.

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC.

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the
Senate the following letters, which were
referred as indicated:

PERMISSION FOR NATIONAL BanNks To Give
SecuriTY For DEPOSIT OF CERTAIN FUNDS
A letter from the Acting Secretary of the

Treasury, transmitting a draft of proposed

legislation to permit national banks to give

security in the form required by State law
for deposits of funds by local public agen-
cles and officers (with accompanying papers);
to the Committee on Banking and Currency.
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AMENDMENT OF UNITED STATES CobE ENTITLED
“CoasT GUARD"

A letter from the Acting Becretary of the
Treasury, transmitting a draft of proposed
legislation to amend title 14, United States
Code, entitled “Coast Guard” (with an ac-
companying paper); to the Committee on
Interstate and Forelgn Commerce.

SUSPENSION OF DEPORTATION OF ALIENS—
WITHDRAWAL OF NaMES

A letter from the Acting Attorney General,
withdrawing the names of Helga Jonsson or
Helga Gudmundsdottir and Sigmundur Mag-
nus Jonsson from a report relating to aliens
whose deportation he suspended more than
6 months ago, transmitted to the Senate on
January 16, 1850; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.
STATUS OF PERMANENT RESIDENCE TO Mi=HAIL

MARINESCU oR Mimar Z. MARINEsSCU

A letter from the Acting Attorney General,
transmitting, pursuant to law, a copy of the
order of the Commissioner of the Immigra-
tion and Naturalization Service granting the
status of permanent residence to Mihail
Marinescu or Mihai Z. Marinescu, together
with a complete and detailed statement of
the facts and pertinent provisions of law
and the reasons for granting him such status
(with an accompanying paper); to the Com-~
mittee on the Judiciary. Y
EXTENSION OF AUTHORITY FOR OPERATION OF

TeExAs CiTy TIN SMELTER

A letter from the Chairman of the Recon-
struction Finance Corporation, transmitting
a draft of proposed legislation to strengthen
the common defense by extending for § years
the authority for the Texas City tin-smelter
operation (with an accompanying paper); to
the Committee on Banking and Currency.
REPORT ON OPERATIONS OF GENERAL ACCOUNT-

ING OFFICE UNDER CONTRACT SETTLEMENT

AcT

A letter from the Comptroller General of
the United States, transmitting, pursuant to
law, a report on the activities of the General
Accounting Office under section 16 of the
Contract Settlement Act of 1944 (with an
accompanying report); to the Committee on
the Judiciary.
AupiT REFORT OF GOVERNMENT SERVICES, INC.

A letter from the Comptroller General of
the United States, transmitting, pursuant 1o
law, an audit report of Government Services,
Inc., for the fiscal year ended December 31,
1648 (with an accompanying report; to the
Committee on Expenditures in the Executive
Degartments.

PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS

Petitions, etc., were laid before the
Senate and referred as indicated:
By the VICE PRESIDENT:
Resolutions of the General Court of the
Commonwealth of Massachusetts, relating to
Federal fair employment practices legisla-
tion; ordered to lie on the table.
(See resolutions printed in full when pre-
sented by Mr, SarTonsTALL (for himself and

- Mr. LopGE) on May 18, 1960, pp T190-7101,

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD.)

Resolutions of the General Court of the
Commonwealth of Massachusetts, relating to
the reduction to 60 years the age for eligi-
bility for old-age assistance, which was re-
ferred to the Committee on Finance.

(See resolutions printed in full when pre-
gented by Mr. BarToNsTALL (for himself and
Mr. LopGe) on May 18, 1950, pp T190-7191,
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD.)

Resolutions of the General Court of the
Commonwealth of Massachusetis, relating to
funds for public-works projects for the Coms
monwealth of Massachusetts; to the Commite
tee on Public Works.
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(See resolutions printed in full when pre-
sented by Mr. SarToNsTaALL (for himself and
Mr. Looge) on May 18, 1950, pp. T190-7191,
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD.)

A resolution adopted by the Louisiana
State Bar Association, at Monroe, La, pro-
testing against the enactment of House bill
38111, granting of admiralty jurisdiction to
the bankruptey court; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

A resolution adopted by the Massachusetts
Department, Auxiliary to the Sons of Union
Veterans of the Civil War, of Lexington, Mass.,
relating to protection of the American flag
and the pledge of allegiance; to the Commit-
tee on the Judiclary.

Letters in “he nature of memorials from
Joseph H. Brown and Wesley E. Cauthorn,
both of Chickamauga, Ga., Carl R. Johnson,
of Ooltewah, Tenn., and Arthur E, Kirby,
remonstrating against the enactment of
amendments to the so-called Taft-Teague
bill, S. 2596, relating to education or train-
ing of veterans under title II of the Serv-
icemen’s Readjustment Act (Public Law 348,
T8th Cong., June 22, 1944); to the Com-
mittee on Labor and Public Welfare.

A telegram in the nature of a memorial
from local 122, United Shoe Workers of Amer-
ica, CIO, signed by George C. Knapp, busi-
ness agent, remonstrating against the enact-
ment of the so-called Mundt-Ferguson bill,
S. 2311, to protect the United States against
certain un-American and subversive activ-
ities, and for other purposes; ordered to lie
on the table.

SOUTHWEST POWER ADMINISTRATION—
LETTER AND RESOLUTION OF EOARD
OF CITY COMMISSIONERS OF OTTAWA,
KANS.

Mr., SCHOEPPEL, Mr. President, I
am in receipt of a letter from L, I. Cra-
ter, city clerk, of Oftawa, Kans., trans-
mitting a resolution adopted by the
Board of City Commissioners, of Ottawa,
relating to House bill 7786, the omnibus
appropriatior bill, which includes ap-
propriations for the Southwest Power
Administration, amounting to about
$16,350,000. I present the letter and
resolution for appropriate reference, and
ask unanimous consent that they he
printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the letter
and resolution were referred to the Com-
mittee on Appropriations, and ordered to
be prinfed in the Recorbp, as follows:

THE C1TY OF OTTAWA,
Ottawa, Kans., May 15, 1950.
The Honorable ANDREW SCHOEPPEL,
United States Senator,
Washington, D. C.

DEAR SENATOR SCHOEPPEL: We are trans-
mitting herewith a copy of a resolution
passed by the Board of City Commissioners,
Ottawa, Kans., at the regular meeting, May
10, 1950.

The text of this resolution represents the
consolidated views of a number of the cities
of southeastern EKansas. These views were

crystalized at a meeting held April 24, 1950, .

in Chanute, Kans. Present at that meet-
ing were officlals, or representatives, of the
following cities: Kansas City, Kans.; Ottawa,
Kans.; Osawatomie, Kans.; Fredonia, Eans.,
Garnett, Kans.; McPherson, Kans.; Chanute,
Kans.; Neodesha, Kans.,, and Girard, Kans.

It was the opinion of those present, that
current policies of the Federal Government,
if continued will lead us away from our con-
stitutionally founded system of freedom, in-
dividual enterprise and personal initiative,
The thought prevailed that immediate and
energetic action is mandatory if we wish to
continue as a free people. With particular
reference to the illogical, unnecessary and
undesirable encroachment of the South-
western Power Administration into areas al-
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ready adequately served, a committee ap-
pointed by the chairman of that meeting
has prepared this resolution. It has been
carefully considered by our board of com=-
missioners at a regular meeting and their
approval made a matter of official action.

In transmitting this resolution to you, the
board asks for your earnest consideration of
the resolution, and that you personally re-
quest the Interior Department Subcommit-
tee on Appropriations to give this resolution
particular attention.

I have the honor to remain,

Respectfully yours,
L. 1. CrATER,
City Clerk.

VWhereas there is now pending in the Con-
gress of the United States a bill known as the
omnibus appropriation bill for fiscal 1951
(H. R. 7786), one part of which includes ap-
propriations for the Southwest Power Ad-
ministration (SPA), an agency of the Depart-
ment of the Interlor, which appropriation
amounts to some $16,350,000; and

Whereas such bill sets out that such ap-
propriation is to be used for the purpose of
constructing certain transmission lines and
related facilities and engineering studies re-
lating thereto in certain portions of the
Middle Western and Southwestern United
States, including eastern and southeastern
Kansas; and

Whereas the construction of such facilities
would result in a duplication of electric
power facilities in such area; and

Whereas a study of the proposed program
of the Federal Government for distributing
Government-produced electric power in such
middle western area indicates that such Fed-
eral program is but an additional attempt, in
the guise of furnishing electric power to the
public at a lesser cost, to further project the
strong arm of the Federal Government into
private business, and to invade the sphere
and rights of local and State governmental
bodies; and

Whereas such an effort, if a fact, should be
condemned as un-American and unwhole-
some; and

Whereas, even though said action might be
in good faith, it is lacking in wisdom in its
ultimate effect; and

Whereas such action would produce a dup-
lication of power in the area referred to in
this resolution; and

Whereas the municipal-owned power
plants within said area now have adequate
capacity and the means for projecting addi-
tional capacity for the furnishing of the
power requirements of their localized munic-
ipal area; and

Whereas Kansas, through a benevolent
Government, has been able to successfully
establish and operate many REA coopera-
tives in said area; and

Whereas such power has been made avail-
able by the municipalities and the utility
companies for the successful operation of all
industry requiring electric power within the
area, including all municipal and REA re-
quirements, and far-reaching plans are now
being projected by these existing power sup-
pliers to furnish all additional power as may
be needed; and

Whereas said power now being furnished
to the consumers thereof is being produced
and sold at rates brought about in the Amer-
ican way by bargaining between producer
and consumer, as evidenced by the many
contracts in existence throughout the State
of Kansas; and

Whereas the Federal Government's produc-
tion and transmission of power through the
area would tend to create a Federal Govern-
ment monopoly of power, and would elimi-
nate many elements of business that now are
producing, transmitting, and distributing
power and which support local, State, and
Federal Government and the payment of
taxes; and
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Whereas the effect of carrying out this de-
sign on the part of the Federal Government
in the exercising of its sovereign power would
be to weaken and take away from private en-
terprise and local governmental units
through inherent characteristics of freedom,
would result in the loss of self-respect, and
the loss of the idea of thrift and self-confi-
dence; and -

Whereas the ultimate results of the pro-
posed action would result in a weakened com-
munity in which they seek to serve; would
result in said community becoming more
and more dependent upon the Federal Gov-
ernment; would create an intolerable condi-
tion that shocks the conscience of Kansans
who respect the principle of freedom; and

Whereas the amount of electric power now
available satisfactorily meets the demands of
the consumers in the area; and in view of the
far more important considerations referred
to above, such action on the part of the Fed-
eral Government should be condemned:
Therefore be it

Resolved by the Governing Body of the
City of Ottawa, Kans. and it herewith ez-
presses itself for the purpose of preserving
jree enterprise, That it condemn the spirit
of the program to extend public power into
the projects contemplated by the SPA in the
omnibus appropriation bill for fiscal 1951,
and that it urge the members of the Kansas
congressional delegation to use the influence
of their high office in preserving the idea of
thrift, self-respect, and confidence in govern-
ment by vigorous action in opposition to the
appropriation being requested by the SPA in
such proposed bill.

Adopted by a unanimous vote of the Goy-
erning Body of the City of Ottawa, Kans.,
this 10th day of May 1950,

Roeertr W. LuUce,
Mayor,
Georce W. HerzoG,
Commissioner of Finance and Rev-
enue.
K. E. ANDREWS,
Commissioner of Streets and Util-
ities.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES

The following reports of committees
were submitted:

By Mr., HUNT, from the Committee on
Armed Services:

5.7520. A bill to strengthen the common
defense by providing for continuation and
expansion of Western Hemisphere produc-
tion of abaca by the United States; with
amendments (Rept. No. 1678).

By nIr, CHAPMAN, from the Committee on
Armed Services:

H.R.5368. A bill to authorize the Depart-
ments of the Army, Navy, and Air Force to
parti~ipate in the transfer of certain real
property or interests therein, and for other
purposes; with amendments (Rept. No.
1687).

By Mr. O'MAHONEY, from the Committee
on Interior and Insular Affairs:

5.2049. A b¥l authorizing the Secretary
¢’ the Intarior to issue a patent in fee to
James Chief, to certain lands; with amend-
ments (Rept. No. 1678).

By Mr. BUTLER, from the Committee on
Interior and Insular Affairs:

S.3128. A bill authorizing the issuance of
a patent in fee to John D. Decora; with
amendments (Rept. No. 1680);

S.8130. A bill authorizing the issuance
of a patent in fee to Lot Smith and Helen
Seymour Smith, heirs of Charles Smith, de-
ceased; with amendments (Rept. No. 1681);
and

H.R.6521. A bill to authorize the sale of
certain land on the Pine Ridge Indian
Reservation, 8. Dak., allotted to Lucy Arapa-
hoe Ircn Bear; withcut amendment (Rept.
No. 1682),
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By Mr. McCLELLAN, from the Committee
on Expenditures in the Executive Depart-
ments:

Reorganization Plan No. 2 of 1950, provid-
ing for reorganizations in the Department
«f Justice; favorably (Rept. No. 1683); and

Reorganization Plaa No. 6 of 1950, provid-
ing for reorganizations in the Department
of Labor; favorably (Rept. No, 1684).

By Mr. O'CONOR, from the Committee
on Expenditures in the Executive Depart-
ments:

Reorganization Plan No. 10 of 1950, provid-
ing for reorganizations in the Securities and
Exchange Commission; favorably (Rept. No,
1685): and

Reorganization Plan No. 13 of 1950, provid-
ing for reorganization in the Civil Aero-
nautics Board; favorably (Rept. No. 1686).

TERRITORIAL ENABLING ACT OF 1950—
REPORT OF A COMMITTEE

Mr. MAYBANK, Mr. President, from
the Committee on Banking and Cur-
rency, I report an original bill which
will enable the governments of Alaska,
Hawaii, Puerto Rico, and the Virgin
Islands to take advantage of the present
housing legislation passed by the Con-
gress, and I submit a report (No. 1688)
thereon. The Committee on Banking
and Currency ordered the bill reported
today.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The report
will be received, and the bill will be
placed on the calendar,

The bill (S. 3635) to enable the gov-
ernments of Alaska, of Hawaii, of Puerto
Rico, and the Virgin Islands to authorize
public bodies or agencies to undertake
slum clearance, urban redevelopment,
and low-rent housing activities includ-
ing the issuance of bonds and other ob-
ligations, to amend the low-rent housing
enabling statutes for Alaska and Hawaii,
and for other purposes, reported by Mr,
MavBANK, from the Committee on Bank-
ing and Currency, was read by its title
and placed on the calendar.

BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTION
INTRODUCED

Bills and a joint resolution were intro-
duced, read the first time, and, by
unanimous consent, the second time, and
referred as follows:

; By Mr. CORDON (by request) :

8.3623. A bill to suthorlze payment of
salaries and expenses of officials of the Kla-
math Tribe; and

S.3624. A bill to provide for a final set-
tlement of individual shares in the tribal
estate and assets of the Klamath Indians
through voluntary withdrawal from mem-
bership in the Klamath Tribe of Indians,
of Oregon; to the Committee on Interior
and Insular Affairs.

(Mr, LUCAS (for himself Mr. MAYBANK,
Mr. O'MasoNeY, and Mr. BPaREMAN) Intro-
duced Senate bill 3625, to make capital and
credit more readily available for financing
small business, foster competition, and co-
ordinate Federal aids to small business, and
thus to promote, foster, and develop the do-
mestic and foreign commerce of the United
States, and for other purposes, which was
referred to the Committee on Banking and
Currency, and appears under a separate
heading.)

By Mr. HUMPHREY :

S.38626. A bill for the relief of Eajiko Ka-
Jitani;

8.3627. A bill for the relief of Mary Gemma
Eawamura; and

$5.3628. A bill for the relief of Fukuko
Endo; to the Committee on the Judiciary.
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By Mr. LONG:
8.3629. A bill for the relief of Joseph A.

Mpyers, Hazel C. Myers, and Helen Myers;

to the Committee on the Judiciary.

(Mr. YOUNG introduced Senate bill 3630,
authorizing the construction of flood-con-
trol work on Little Missouri River and Lit-
tle Beaver Creek, North Dakota, which was
referred to the Committee on Public Works,
and appears under a separate heading.)

By Mr. McCARRAN:

S.3631. A bill to authorize the establish-
ment of the Virginia City National Historical
Monument in the State of Nevada; to the
Committee on Interior and Insular Affairs.

By Mr. HUNT:

8.3632. A bill authorizing loans from the
United States Treasury for the expansion of
the District of Columbia water system, and
authorizing the United States to pay for
water and water services secured from the
water system; to the Committee on the Dis-
trict of Columbia.

By Mr. WILEY:

8.3633. A bill for the relief of Tadeusz
Herka; and

5.8634. A bill for the reliéf of Waclaw
Betlejewski; to the Committee on the Ju-
diciary.

(Mr. MAYBANK, from the Committee on
Banking and Currency, reported an original
bill (8. 8635) to enable the governments of
Aleska, of Hawaii, of Puerto Rico, and the
Virgin Islands to authorize public bodies or
agencies to undertake slum clearance, urban
redevelopment, and low-rent housing activi-
ties including the issuance of bonds and
other obligations, to amend the low-rent
housing enabling statutes for Alaska and
Hawali, and for other purposes, which was
placed on the calendar, and appears under
a separate heading.)

(Mr. FULBRIGHT Introduced Senate Joint
Resolution 183, to suspend the application of
certain Federal laws with respect to attor=-
neys and assistants employed by Subcom-=-
mittee on Reconstruction Finance Ccrpora-
tion of the Banking and Currency Committee
of the Senate in connection with the study
ordered by Senate Resolution 218, Eighty-
first Congress, second session, which was
passed, and appears under a separate head-
ing.)

SMALL BUSINESS ACT OF 1950

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. President, on behalf
of the Senator from South Carolina [Mr.
Mayeank] the Senator from Wyoming
[Mr. O'ManHONEY], the Senator from
Alabama [Mr. SpaRgMAN], and myself,
I introduce for appropriate reference
a bill which may be cited as the Small
Business Act of 1950.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill will
be received and appropriately referred.

The bill (S. 3625) to make capital and
credit more readily available for financ-
ing small business, foster competition,
and coordinate Federal aids to small
business, and thus to promote, foster,
and develop the domestic and foreign
commerce of the United States, and for
other purposes, introduced by Mr. Lucas
(for himself, Mr. MayBaNg, Mr.
O’'MaHONEY, and Mr. SPARKMAN), was
read twice by its title, and referred to
the Committee on Banking and Cur-
rency.

Mr. MAYBANK. Mr. President, I
merely want to say that the Banking
and Currency Committee has before it
several small-business bills at this time,
and the committee will begin hearings
next week on those bills, and the bill
just introduced.
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CONSTRUCTION OF FLOOD-CONTROL
WORK ON LITTLE MISSOURI RIVER AND
LITTLE BEAVER CREEK, N. DAK.

Mr. YOUNG. Mr. President, I intro-
duce for appropriate reference a bill
authorizing the construction of flood-
control work on Little Missouri River
and Little Beaver Creek, N. Dak.,
and I ask that a brief statement by
me be printed in the body of the REcorp
with reference to the hill,

Mr, CONNALLY. Reserving the right
to object, what is it that the Senator
wants to put into the REcorn?

Mr. YOUNG. A brief explanation of
a bill,

Mr. CONNALLY, Why not put it in
the Appendix?

Mr, TAFT. Mr, President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. YOUNG. I yield.

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, it has been
universally customary, when a Senator
introduces a bill to have a statement
explaining it printed in the REcorp,
That refers, likewise, to resolutions, such
as the one presente. by the Senator
from New York [Mr. Ives].

Mr. CONNALLY. Mr: President, I
thought I had the floor.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Sena-
tor has reserved the right to object.

Mr. CONNALLY. Yes; I have. I
thank the Senator from Ohio for in-
structing me on the points which I have
presented. If what the Senator from
North Dakota wishes to have printed in
the Recorp is merely a statement, and it
appears as a statement, I shall not ob-
ject.

Mr. YOUNG. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to read the state-
ment. It will not take more than a
minute. It is on a very important sub-
ject, regarding the flood at Winnipeg as
it extends to the North Dakota-Minne-
sota line on the Uunited States side.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without
objection, the Senator may proceed.

Mr. YOUNG. Mr, President, I am in-
troducing the bill for the purpose of
having an early review made by the
Board of Engineers for Rivers and Har-
bors of their earlier recommendations
for flood-protection works in the Red
River of the North Basin, and also for
the purpose of urging a speed-up of the
cooperative studies thereon already un-
der way by both United States and
Canada.

On January 12, 1948, the Interna-
tional Joint. Commission was requested
by the Governments of Canada and the
United States to make investigations and
report covering waters from the western
boundary of the Milk River Drainage
Basin on the west to and including the
drainage basin of the Red River of the
North (Minn.-N. Dak.) on the east.
These investigations should be expedited
with a view to securing the earliest pos-
sible action toward alleviation of the
serious flood problems which are
plaguing the Red River Basin,

The disastrous floods of April and May,
1950, which affected millions of acres of
land and important centers of popula-
tion in both Canada and the Unifed
States have again called attention to
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the need for prompt and vigorous ac-
tion to prevent recurrence of these dam-
aging floods. It is my earnest hope that
the work under way may be accelerated,
and that the Army engineers may find
ways to further improve their plans to
meet the situation. 2

The bill (S. 3630) authorizing the con-
struction of flood-control work on Lit-
tle Missouri River and Little Beaver
Creek, North Dakota, introduced by Mr.
Youne, was read twice by its title, and
referred to the Committee on Public
Works.

DISAPPROVAL OF PARTICIPATION BY
UNITED STATES IN CERTAIN INTERNA-
TIONAL ORGANIZATIONS

Mr. JENNER submitted the following
resolution (S. Res. 277), which was re-
ferred to the Committee on Foreign Re-
lations:

Resolved, That the Senate does not favor
participation by the United Stiates in any
international organization outside of the
United Natlons which involves the surrender
of our national soverelgnty or any part
thereof or which in any way impairs our
legislative processes,

AMENDMENT OF RULE RELATING TO
ORDER IN DEBATE

Mr. NEELY submitted the following
resolution (S. Res. 278), which was re-

ferred to the Committee on Rules and

Administration:

Resolved, That paragraph 4 of rule XIX
of the Standing Rules of the Senate is
amended to read as follows:

“4 (a) If a Senator, in speaking or oth-
erwise, transgress the rules of the Senate,
the Presiding Officer shall, or any Benator
may, call hint to order. When a Senator is
called to order by another Senator, the Pre-
siding Officer shall, without debate, imme-
diately decide whether the Senator who has
been called to order has viclated a Senate
rule. The decision shall be subject to an
appeal to the Senate which shall, without
debate, be decided at once. When the Pre-
siding Officer calls a Senator to order, an
appeal shall lie from such action to the Sen-
ate and it shall be decided at once, without
debate.

“(b) When it 1s determined under this
rule that a Senator is not in order, he shall
slt down, and not proceed without leave of
the Senate. If such leave is granted, it shall
be upon motion that the speaker be allowed
to proceed in order. This motion shall be
decided without debate.”

GENERAL APPROPRIATIONS, 1951—
AMENDMENT

Mr. YOUNG submitted an amendment
intended to be proposed by him to the
bill (H. R. 7786) making appropriations
for the support of the Government for
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1951, and
for other purposes, which was referred
to the Committee on Appropriations and
ordered to be printed.

CREDIT TO COMMERCIAL AND INDUS-
TRIAL ENTERPRISES—AMENDMENT

Mr. OMAHONEY submitted an
amendment in the nature of a substitute
intended to be proposed by him to the
bill (S. 2975) to establish corporations
to assist financial institutions in making
credit available to commercial and in-
dustrial enterprises and to provide capi-
tal for such enterprises, which was re-
ferred to the Committee on Banking and
Currency, and ordered to be printed.
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REMARKS OF THE PRESIDENT AT
BRECKENRIDGE, MINN.

[Mr. HUMPHREY asked and obtained leave
to have printed in the REcorp the remarks
of President Truman, made on the occasion
of his visit to Breckenridge, Minn,, on May
13, 1950, which appear in the Appendix.]

THE PRESIDENT'S MESSAGE TO 1950
CONFERENCE OF MAYORS

|Mr. HUMPHREY asked and obtalned leave
to have printed in the REcorp a copy of Pres-
ident Truman's message to the 1950 confer-
ence of mayors, held on May 11 to 13, 1950,
in New York, N. Y., which appears in the
Appendix.|]

DIAMOND JUBILEE, SONS OF THE AMERI-
CAN REVOLUTION—ADDRESS BY SENA-
TOR McCARTHY

[Mr. McCARTHY asked and obtained leave
to have printed in the Recorp an address de-
livered by him before the Diamond Jubilee
Convention of the Sons of the American
Revolution, May 15, 1250, at the Clarldge
Hotel in Atlantic City, N. J., which appears
in the Appendix.]

LETTER FROM SENATOR BENTON
FAVORING FEPC BILL

[Mr. MYERS asked and obtained leave to
have printed in the Appendix of the REcorp
a letter written by Senator BENTON favoring
the FEPC bill, published in the New York
Times of Thursday, May 18, 1950, which ap-
pears in the Appendix.]

HELPING THE DAV AND DAV BSERVICE
FOUNDATION

[Mr. WILEY asked and obtained leave to
have printed in the REcorp an appeal made
by him for the purpose of mobilizing aid for
the DAV organization and for the DAV Serv-
ice Foundation, which appears in the Appen=-
dix.]

BOYS CLUBS OF AMERICA—ADDRESSES
EY HON. HERBERT HOOVER AND HON,
J. EDGAR HOOVER

[Mr. DARBY asked and obtained leave to
have printed in the Recorp addresses dellv-
ered by Hon. Herbert Hoover and Hon. J.
Edgar Hoover on the occasion of the final
meeting of the annual convention of the
Boys Clubs of America in Washington on
May 18, 1950, which appear in the Appendix.]

REVISION OF ADMINISTRATIVE PROCE-
DURE OF CUSTOMS BUREAU—RESOLU-
TION OF GREATER ENDICOTT CHAM-
BER OF COMMERCE, ENDICOTT, N. Y.

|Mr. IVES asked and obtained leave to
heve printed in the Recorp a resolution of
the board of directors of the Greater Endi-
cott Chamber of Commerce, Endicott, N. Y.,
in opposition to revision of administrative
procedure of the Bureau of Customs, which
appears in the Appendix.]

SENATOR WILEY'S AID TO WISCONSIN
DAIRY FARMERS — EDITORIAL FROM
CHIPPEWA FALLS HERALD TELEGRAM

[Mr. WHERRY asked and obtained leave
to have printed in the REecorp an editorial
entitled “Waging Courageous Fight,” from
the Herald-Telegram of Chippewa Falls, Wis.,
of May 15, 1950, which appears in the Ap-
pendix. ]

AMENDMENT OF SOCIAL SECURITY ACT—

STATEMENT BY SENATOR LEHMAN

[Mr. LEHMAN asked and obtalned leave
to have printed in the Recorp a statement
issued by him on the subject of a bill to be
introduced to amend the Boclal BSecurity
Act, extending its public assistance provi-
sions to the people of Puerto Rico and the
Virgin Islands, which appears in the
Appendix.]
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PLIGHT OF DAIRY FARMERS IN NEW YORK

[Mr. LEHMAN asked and obtalned leave to
have printed in the Recorp excerpts from a
letter discussing the plight of the dairy
farmers in New York, written by Willlam E.
Maier, under date of May 10, 1950, which
appear in the Appendix.]

REMOVAL OF EXEMPTION APPLICAELE
TO PUBLIC CONTRACTS PERFORMED IN
PUERTO RICO AND THE VIRGIN IS-
LANDS

[Mr. LEHMAN asked and obtained leave
to have printed In the REcorp a statement
issued by him commenting on a proposal by
the Secretary of Labor to remove the ad-
ministrative exemption applicable to public
contracts performed in Puerto Rico and the
Virgin Islands, and also the announcement
by the Secretary, which appear in the Ap-
pendix. ]

FORCE AGAINST THE PUBLIC—EDITO-
RIAL FROM THE EANSAS CITY TIMES

[Mr. DONNELL asked and obtained leave
to have printed in the Recomp an editorial
entitled “Force Against the Public,” pub-
lished in the Eansas City (Mo.) Times of
Thursday, May 11, 1950, which appears in
the Appendix.]

SUCH IS A UNION'S POWER—EDITORIAL
FROM THE KANSAS CITY STAR

[Mr. DONNELL asked and obtained leave
to have printed in the Recorp an editorial
entitled “Such Is a Union's Power,” pub=
lished in the Kansas City (Mo.) Star, May
13, 1950, which appears in the Appendix.]

THE RAILROAIN STRIEKE

[Mr. DONNELL asked and obtained leave
to have printed in the REcorp an article en-
titled “Switchmen's Strike ‘“Wholly Unjusti-
fled.! Railroads Protest,’” from the Washing-
ton Evening Star of May 19, 1950, which ap-
pears in the Appendix.]

THE RAILROAD STRIKE— EDITORIAL
FROM THE ST. LOUIS POST-DISPATCH

[Mr. DONNELL asked and obtained leave
to have printed in the Rzcorp an editorial
entitled “Now That the Strike Is Over,” from
the St. Louis Post-Dispatch of May 17, 1950,
which appears in the Appendix.]

POINT 4 AND SOUTHEAST ASIA—EX-
CERPTS FROM STATEMENT BY RADEN
SUDJATMOEO

[Mr. KILGORE asked and obtained leave to
have printed in the RECcorp eXcerpts from a
statement by Mr. Raden Sudjatmoko, acting
chief of the Indonesian Observer's Mission to
the United Nations, on the subject of point
4 and southeast Asia, delivered before the
fifty-fourth annual meeting of the American
Academy of Political and Social Science, on
April 15, 1950, which appear in the Ap=
pendix.]

THE ST. LOUIS STAR-TIMES RECEIVES
MISSOURI UNIVERSITY AWARD—AD-
DRESS BY ELZEY ROBERTS B

[Mr. EEM asked and obtained leave to
have printed in the ReEcorp an address de-
livered by Elzey Roberts, publisher, on the
occasion of the award to the St, Louis Star-
Times of a citation conferred by the Uni-
versity of Missouri for distinguished service
to journalism, which appears in the Ap-
pendix.]

THE SIREN SONG OF SOCIALISM—EDI-
TORIAL FROM THE INDIANAPOLIS
STAR
[Mr. CAPEHART asked and obtalned leave

to have printed in the REcorp an editorial

entitled “The Siren Song of Socialism,” pub-
lished in the Indianapolis (Ind.) Star of

Fuesday, May 16, 1850, which appears in the

Appendix. ]
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ACHESON MUST GO—EDITORIAL FROM
WASHINGTON TIMES-HERALD

[Mr. JENNER asked and obtained leave to
have printed in the REcorp an editorial en-
titled “Acheson Must Go,” from the Wash-
ington Times-Herald of May 19, 1950, which
appears in the Appendix.}

DEVIATION OF REORGANIZATION PLANS
FROM RECOMMENDATIONS OF HOOVER
COMMISSION—EDITORIAL FROM THE
NEW YOREK HERALD TRIBUNE

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. Presi-
dent, I think I speak not only for myself
but for many of my colleagues in ex-
pressing great regret that the President
of the United States in submitting cer-
tain of the reorganization plans, has
apparently missed the spirit of the
Hoover Commission recommendations,
and, in some instances, has definitely
changed the direction which the Hoover
Commission intended, in making its rec-
ommendations. It had been my own
personal hope that I could support each
of the reorganization plans, which I
confidently expected would be in line
with the recommendations of the Hoover
Commission. It has been a matter of
great regret to me to have to oppose
some of these plans. I merely make this
preliminary statement, in asking unani-
mous consent that there be incorporated
at this point in my remarks an editorial
which appeared in the New York Herald
Tribune this morning, entitled “The
President’s Error.”

There being no objection, the editorial
was ordered to be printed in the REcoRrb,
as follows:

THE PRESIDENT'S ERROR

The results of the President’s error in play-
ing politics with the Hoover Commission
reports are now glaringly apparent. Among
the 21 reorganization proposals which Mr.
Truman submitted to Congress in March,
19 were close to the spirit of the Commis-
sion's recommendations. Two, however—
those relating to the National Labor Rela-
tions Board and the Maritime Commission—
diverged sharply; the first constituted an
effort by Mr. Truman to legislate Mr. Den-
ham, the NLRB counsel out of office, and
the second would have destroyed the Mari-
time Commission’s independence in a field
where the Hoover Commission believed it
should be retained. These mistakes were
all that the congressional opponents of re-
organization needed. One after another,
proposals on the rest of the program are
being voted down.

The President does not appear to have
realized that the task of streamlining the
Government was so big, so delicate, that
it would need all the prestige of the Hoover
Commission behind every plan, all of the
popular support that could be mustered.
The fear of Congressmen—and the many
interests affected by Government agencies—
that efficiency would be used as an eXxcuse
for executive usurpation, is very strong. The
quality of the leadership and membership
in the Hoover Commission was high enough
to give the proponents of governmental re-
form a fighting chance. But when Mr. Tru-
man loaded down his plans with palpable
efforts to achieve political ends, all the sup-
porters of the status quo leaped joyfully
into the struggle, and are making a hash
of the whole program.

It might be argued, with Justice, that
Congress should be more selective, that the
Benators who are using arguments which
are only valid against a few of the reor-
ganization plans to condemn them all, are
being neither fair nor wise. But it was the
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President who gave the Initial grounds for
suspicion and it is he who must bear the
final responsibility. The reforms projected
by the Hoover Commission are urgently
needed; they are basic to any attempt to
cut Government costs by efficient adminis-
tration. Mr. Truman's efforts to use reor-
ganization for any other purpose casts doubt
upon his sincerity in tackling this problem
at all, and jeopardizes a great national
movement.

FEDERAL FAIR EMPLOYMENT PRACTICE
ACT

The Senate resumed consideration of
the motion of Mr. Lucas to proceed to the
consideration of the bill (S, 1728) to pro-
hibit diserimination in employment be-
cause of race, religion, or national origin,

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, I ask that
the following statement be incorporated
in the body of the Recorp. It was issued
by me on last Monday, and I shall read
the first two sentences:

I intend to join in a cloture petition this
week and vote for cloture to limit debate
on the motion to take up the FEPC bill,
which motion has been pending before the
Benate already for 10 days.

I have always felt that a majority of the
Benate should have the right to take up any
measure it desires to debate and, after ade-
quate debate, to vote on such measure re-
gardless of the merits of the measure itself,

I ask that the entire statement be
printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the state-
ment was ordered to be printed in the
REcorp, as follows:

I intend to join in a cloture petition this
week and vote for cloture to limit debate
on the motion to take up the FEPC bill,
which motion has been pending before the
Senate already for 10 days.

I have always felt that a majority of the
Senate should have the right to take up
any measure it desires to debate and, after
adequate debate, to vote on such measure
regardless of the merits of the measure itself.
I know that all Republican leaders are urg-
ing Republican SBenators to take similar ac-
tion. At least 75 percent of the Republi-
cans, and probably more, will vote to limit
debate. If the Democrats can do as well,
cloture will be voted, or even if they get
a much smaller percentage of their 54 votes,

Before the Chicago meeting of the Demo-
cratic Party breaks up, I hope President Tru-
man, Senate Majority Leader Scott Lucas,
and Democratic Senate Campaign Chairman
Clinton P. Anderson will get down to cases
and arrange for the necessary votes instead
of talking in beautiful terms about the the-
ory of civil rights.

Mr, LUCAS. Mr. President, I suggest
the absence of a quorum.

The VICE PRESIDENT. It- is 1
o'clock, and the Chair must lay before
the Senate the motion to close debate,
which involves, automatically a quorum
call. 5

The hour of 1 o’clock having arrived,
the Chair lays before the Senate a mo-
tion adequately signed by a sufficient
number of Senators to close debate on
the motion of the Senator from Illinois
[Mr. Lucas] to proceed to the considera-
tion of Senate bill 1728. The Secretary
will call the roll to ascertain if a quo-
rum is present.

The roll was called, and the following
Senators answered to their names:

Alken Bricker Cain

Anderson Bridges Capehart
Benton Butler Chapman
Brewster Byrd Connally

Cordon Jenner Mundt
Darby Johnson, Colo. Myers
Donnell Johnson, Tex. Neely
Douglas Johnston, 8. C. O'Conor
Dworshak Eefauver O'Mahoney
Eastland Kem Robertson
Ecton Kerr Russell
Ellender Kilgore Saltonstall
Ferguson Knowland Schoeppel
Flanders Leahy Smith, Maine
Fulbright Lehman Smith, N. J.
George Lodge Sparkman
Gillette Long Stennlis
Green Lucas Taft
Gurney McCarran Taylor
Hayden McCarthy Thomas, Utah
Hendrickson McClellan Thye
Hickenlooper McFarland Tobey

Hill McEKellar Vandenberg
Hoey MeMahon Watkins
Holland Magnuson Wherry
Humphrey Malone Wiley
Hunt Martin Williams
Ives Maybank Young

The VICE PRESIDENT. A quorum is
present. The question before the Senate
is, Is it the sense of the Senate that the
debate shall be brought to a close?
Those who favor bringing the debate to a
close will vote “yea” when their names
are called; those who are opposed will
vote “nay.” The Secretary will call the

roll,

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll.

Mr. CHAPMAN (when Mr. WITHERS
name was called). My colleague, the
junior Senator from EKentucky [Mr.
WiTHERS], is necessarily absent today.
I am authorized by him to say that if
he were present he would vote “nay.”

The roll call was concluded.

Mr. MYERS. I announce that the
Senator from New Mexico [Mr. CHAVEz]
and the Senator from Oklahoma [Mr.
TromaAs] are absent by leave of the
Senate.

The Senator from California [Mr.
DownEY] and the Senator from North
Carolina [Mr. GraHAM] are absent be-
cause of illness.

The BSenator from Delaware [Mr,
FrEaR] is absent by leave of the Senate
on official business.

The Senator from Montana [Mr. Mur-
rAY] is absent because of a death in his
family.

The Senator from Florida [Mr. PEPPER]
is absent on public business.

The Senator from Maryland [Mr,
TypinGs] is absent on official business in
connection with his duties as chairman
of a subcommittee of the Committee on
Foreign Relations.

I announce further that if present and
voting, the Senator from New Mexico
[Mr. CHavezl, the Senator from Dela-
ware [Mr. FREAr], the Senator from Mon-
tana [Mr. MurraY]l, and the Senator
from Oklahoma [Mr. THomas] would
vote “yea.”

Mr. SALTONSTALL. I announce that
the Senator from North Dakota [Mr,
Lancer], the Senator from Colorado [Mr,
MiILLIKIN], and the Senator from Oregon
[Mr. Morse] are absent by leave of the
Senate. If present and voting, the Sen-
ator from North Dakota [Mr, LANGER]
and the Senator from Oregon [Mr.
Morse] would each vote “yea.”

The yeas and nays resulted—yeas 52,
nays 32, as follows:

YEAS—52
Alken Brewster Cain
Anderson Bricker Capeharg
Benton Butler Cordon
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Darby KEilgore Schoeppel
Donnell Enowland Smith, Maine
Douglas Leahy Smith, N. J.
Dworshak Lehman Taft
Ferguson Lodge Taylor
Flanders Lucas Thomas, Utah
Gillette McCarthy Thye
Green McMahon Tobey
Hendrickson Magnuson Vandenberg
Hickenlooper Martin Watkins
Humphrey Myers Wherry
Hunt Neely Wiley
Ives O'Conor Williams
Jenner O'Mahoney
Eem Baltonstall
NAYS—32

Bridges Hil MecFarland
Byrd Hoey McKellar
Chapman Holland Malone
Connally Johnson, Colo. Maybank
Eastland Johnson, Tex. Mundt
Ecton Johnston, 8. C. Robertson
Ellender Eefauver Russell
Fulbright Eerr Sparkman
George Long Stennis
Gurney MeCarran Young
Hayden McClellan

NOT VOTING—12
Chavez Langer Pepper
Downey Millikin Thomas, Okla.
Frear Morse Tydings
Graham Murray Withers

The VICE PRESIDENT. On this vote
the “yeas” are 52, the “nays” 32. Under
the rule, the votes of 64 Members of the
Senate, or two-thirds of those duly elect-
ed and sworn, would be required to carry
the motion, and not having received a
sufficient number, the motion is not
agreed to.

FAILURE OF CLOTURE RULE

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. President, the effort
to bring to a close by a cloture motion
the debate on the motion to consider
the FEPC bill has failed. Naturally, I
regret that the Senate of the United
States would not, by 64 votes, at least
give this great deliberative body an op-
portunity to discuss the merits and the
demerits of the bill. The motion will
still be the unfinished business. A num-
ber of Senators were unavoidably ab-
sent, and I am sure that another vofe
upon the motion to consider the bill,
through a cloture petition, will bear
greater fruit in the future.

I am willing that the unfinished busi-
ness be laid aside temporarily for the
purpose of taking up some of the meas-
ures now on the calendar, especially
some of the resolutions regarding re-
organization plans, which the Senator
from Colorado [Mr. Jornson] served
notice on the Senate yesterday he would
ask to have considered immediately fol-
lowing the vote upon the cloture motion.

I again say, Mr. President, that I re-
gret the result of the vote. I regret that
Senators were unavoidably absent. It
was a tremendously important vote. We
shall carry on the fight, and get another
vote on the motion at some time when
a greater number of Senators are pres-
ent than at this hour,

Mr. President, do I correctly under-
stand that the Senator from Colorado
desires to have considered a reorganiza-
tion plan?

Mr, WHERRY. Mr. President——

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the
Senator from Illinois yield?

Mr. WHERRY. If the Senator from
Illinois is going to yield the floor, I
should like to have a chance to be
recognized.
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Mr. LUCAS. I thought the Senator
from Colorado desired to proceed.

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. The Sen-
ator from Maine [Mr. BREWSTER] de-
sires to call up the reorganization plan
with respect to the Maritime Commis-
sion, and he is on his feet ready to call
it up.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the
Senator from Nebraska desire recogni-
tion?

Mr. WHERRY. I should like to have
recognition.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator
is accorded it.

Mr. WHERRY. I thank the Chair,

Mr. President, the vote on cloture, just
taken, shows very definitely, in my opin-
ion, that the Democratic Party cannot
keep its promises. The Democratic
Party is split wide open. I peoint out
that 78 percent of the Republican
membership of the Senate voted for
cloture, and only 36 percent of the
Democrats voted for cloture.

For the first time in the history of the
United States Senate we have had an
out-and-out vote on the issue of apply-
ing cloture under a petition filed to close
debate on a motion,

The people of the United States who
are wondering what is going to be done
can see from this vote who their friends
are, and who can make good on their
promises. Despite the fact that the Re-
publican Party has only 42 seats in the
Senate, compared to 54 for the Demo-
crats, we produced this morning 14 more
votes for cloture than did the Democratic
Party. The vote of 52 Senators in sup-
port of cloture was 4 votes short of the
number required under the old rule,
which provided that there must be a
two-thirds vote of the Senators present
in order to adopt cloture. Therefore, so
far as the followers and advocates of
FEPC are concerned, it does not make
any difference whether the vote today
had been taken under the old rule or
under the new rule. Whether it had
been taken under the old rule or under
the new rule, it would have failed to pro-
vide cloture. Even under the old rule,
the vote today failed by 4 votes to pro-
vide cloture. On the basis of the show-
ing made on the Democratic side, if we
are to have cloture after a petition has
been filed asking for cloture, the major-
ity leader had better endeavor to have
the rule amended so as to provide for a
constitutional majority rather than a
rule providing for a two-thirds vote of
the Senators who are present.

Mr. President, today’s vote in the Sen-
ate shows that the Republican Party is
the party of the Great Emancipator,
Abraham Lincoln, and that the Repub-
lican Party is the only agency through
which equal opportunity for legislation
of this kind can be guaranteed to the
voters of the United States of America.

Mr. BREWSTER. Mr. President——

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair
recognizes the Senator from Maine.

Mr. MALONE. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Nebraska yield for a
question?

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator
from Nebraska has yielded the floor.
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Mr, LUCAS. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Maine yield so I may make
a few appropriate remarks?

Mr. BREWSTER. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the dis-
tinguished majority leader be permitted
to make such comments as he thinks
appropriate, without prejudicing my
rights to the floor.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair
will say to the Senator from Maine that
under the circumstances, if he wishes to
vield the floor, the Chair will recognize
him again.

Mr. BREWSTER. Will the Chair rec-
ognize me following the remarks of the
Senator from Illinois?

The VICE PRESIDENT. That is what
the Chair was about to say. Ordinarily
he would not make a promise of that
sort, but under the circumstances, in
view of his long and intimate friendship
with the Senator from Maine, he will
make an exception in this case.
[Laughter.]

Mr., BREWSTER. I appreciate the
nonpolitical character of the Chair’s
ruling.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Do not be so
sure about that. [Laughter.]

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. President, I am not
surprised that the Senator from Ne-
braska at this particular moment would
try to inject a bit of partisanship into
this debate. [Laughter.]

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senate
will be in order; likewise the galleries.

Mr. LUCAS. The Democratic Party,
Mr. President, has always been split
upon the subject of eivil rights. Every-
one knows that., I do not think there is
anyone, whether he be a Democrat or a
Republican, who does not believe that
the Senators who come from the South
have a very deep conviction and take a
very tenacious position with respect to
the issues which are involved in the
proposed legislation.

Mr. President, I do not blame the
Senator from Nebraska for trying to get
out from under the rule which he, as
sponsor, fastened upon the Senate last
year. We remember that coalition very
well, and I think the country will re-
member it for a long time, Mr. President,
A debate took place in the Senate, last-
ing for some 3 weeks, during which an
attempt was made to get a rule through
the United States Senate by which a
two-thirds majority of Senators present
and voting could break a filibuster. It
will be recalled that the distinguished
Vice President made a ruling at the time
that upon a motion to take up a measure
for consideration the Senate of the
United States had the right to declare
the debate closed upon the favorable vote
of a two-thirds majority of Senators
present and voting.

That ruling afforded the greatest op-
portunity we ever have had in the United
States Senate to break a filibuster. The
country and the Senate will remember
who was responsible at that particular
time for the failure to sustain the deci-
sion of the Vice President of the United
States. The Senafor from Nebraska,
who now talks about this issue, was one
of the leaders of the group of Republi-
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cans who overruled the decision made by
the Vice Fresident of the United States.

Mr. ENOWLAND, Mr. President, will
the Senator yield at that point?

Mr. LUCAS. The Senator from Cali-
fornia was with me on that question, and
I congratulate him again. I now yield
to him,

Mr. ENOWLAND. Mr. President, I
should like to say to the able Senator
from Illinois that while it is true that a
vote was taken on the ruling of the Vice
President, and the junior Senator from
California happened to have voted the
same way the Senator from Illinois voted
on the ruling, the fact remains that
under the rules as they had been inter-
preted since the original adoption of
the cloture rule, cloture would not ap-
ply against a motion to take up, and that
now, for the first time, under the rules
of the Senate clearly set forth, the Sen-
ate has had a chance to get a test vote
on a motion to take up a measure before
the Senate. The Senator will admit that
that is correct, will he not?

Mr, LUCAS. I understand all that.
If the Senator wants to ask me a ques-
tion, that is one thing; but if he wants
to make a speech, I would rather have
him do so on his own time.

The truth of the matter is that the
Senator from California was one of the
Republican Senators who sustained the
position of the Vice President at that
particular time. I commended him for
it then, and still do, Mr. President, be-
cause I am absolutely convinced the Vice
President’ was right. So close were we
at that time, to getting an opportunity
to vote on the basis of a two-thirds ma-
jority, regardless of the number of Sen-
ators who were present that those who
were opposed to such a rule saw the dan-
ger and immediately formed a coalition
at that time which fastened the present
unholy rule on the Senate of the United
States.

Mr. KNOWLAND. Mr, President, will
the Senator yield for a question?

Mr. LUCAS. I will yield in a moment,
I desire to read a statement which has
been issued by minority groups which are
vitally interested in civil rights with re-
spect to this rule which has been fast-
ened upon the Senate,

I have in my hand a release dated
May 18, from the National Council for
a Permanent FEPC in Cooperation With
National Emergency Civil Rights Mobili-
zation:

“The Senate is in & parliamentary man-
trap of its own making and can escape only
by casting 64 or more votes Friday to break
the filibuster on the motion to take up fair
employment practice legislation,” it was
pointed out here today by A. Philip Randolph
and Roy Wilkins, spokesmen for forces sup-
perting the FEPC bill.

Sixty-three Senators dug this pit in which
the Senate finds itself by voting for the 64-
vote cloture rule March 11, 1949, They said
then that the rule would work, that cloture
could be secured on civil-rights legislation.
The opportunity and responsibility for mak-
ing it work are upon them in the vote sched-
uled for 1 p. m. Friday. Excluding the 22
southern Senators, there remain 10 votes
more than are necessary.

We appeal to the members of both parties
to see to it that 64 votes are forthcoming
to save the country from having to explore
the constitutional crisis that would be pre-
cipitated if it were demonstrated that many
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more than a majority, but a few less than
two-thirds, can be denied the democratic
right even to take up a bill.

Mr. President, what I deplore as much
as anything else, is that Senators,
whether they are on this side of the aisle
or on the other side of the aisle, on a
simple motion to take up a bill will deny
the Senate of the United States the right
even to consider the bill.

They could at least have done so much
as to give the Senate the opportunity
to consider the bill, so it could be dis-
cussed from the point of view of its
merits or its demerits, and thereafter
have voted against a second cloture pe-
tition, if they wanted to do so. But, no;
we get a “nay” vote on this side of the
aisle and a “nay” vote on the other side
of the aisle.

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr, TAFT. Mr, President——

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, what
does the Senator from Illinois mean by
saying “the ‘nay’ vote” on this side of
the aisle? Senators on this side of the
aisle gave 33 votes in favor of cloture.

Mr. LUCAS. Mr, President, I did not
yield.

Mr. WEERRY. But the Senator from
Illinois wants the record to be correct,
does he not? He does not want a mis-
statement to appear in the Recorp, does
he?

The VICE PRESIDENT., The Senator
from Illinois declines to yield.

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. President, is there
any way we can exclude the Senator’s
remarks? I did not yield to him, I
should like to have those remarks deleted
from the REcorp, I shall yield to him
later.

Mr, WHERRY.
of order.

The VICE PRESIDENT. When a
Senator has the floor and refuses to
yield, no other Senator has a right to
inject remarks into his speech.

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. President, I want
them stricken from the RECORD.

Mr. WHERRY. Just a moment, Mr.
President——

Mr, LUCAS. Mr. President, I do not
yield.

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Illinois yield, to permit the
Recorp to be corrected? »

Mr. LUCAS. I should like to correct
the RECORD——

Mr. WHERRY. The Senator had bet-
ter do so.

Mr. LUCAS. I had better, had I?

Mr. President, I have the floor, and I
do not yield.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair
rules that the Senator from Illinois has
the floor; and if he declines to yield, no
other Senator has a right to question
him or to make remarks during the
course of his speech.

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. President, I am sur-
prised at my friend, the Senator from
Nebraska. ‘He is the great minority lead-
er, so-called, on the other side of the
aisle; and he is the Republican leader
of the country. The Senator from Ohio
is called “Mr. Republican”; but that is
all wrong, for the Senator from Nebraska
is “Mr. Republican.” He is the Republi-
can leader,

Mr, President, a point
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Mr. WHERRY. Mr, President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. LUCAS. Ido not yield. I ask the
Senator please to let me alone.

Mr. President, the Senator from Ne-
braska is the unusual minority leader.
He leads Senators on his side of the aisle;
but he votes with them about 1 time out
of 12, so far as the record shows.
[Laughter in the galleries.] .

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senate
will be in order and the occupants of
the galleries will be in order. The occu-
pants of the galleries are prohibited, un-
der the rule, from making any demon-
stration, either of approval or of disap-
proval. The Chair insists that the rule
be observed.

The Senator from Illinois may pro-
ceed.

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. President, we on this
side of the aisle even though we may be
opposed to one another on this civil-
rights measure, are very happy to know
that the Republican Party in this coun-
try is led by the Senator from Nebraska.
We are delighted to have the Senator
from Nebraska, the so-called great Re-
publican leader, here in the United
States C 2nate.

What I said a moment ago was that

certain Senators on that side of the aisle

voted “nay” when the roll was called on
the question of invoking cloture, and also
certain Senators on this side of the aisle
voted “nay.” Certain Senators whom I
hoped would not vote that way, never-
theless voted “nay.” Other Senators,
whom I thought would vote ‘“nay,” did
vote “nay.”

However, Mr, President, we cannot
control Senators; and the Senator from
Nebraska knows that, too. He, himself,
votes with his colleagues about 1 time
out of 12, in most cases.

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. LUCAS. I decline to yield.

Mr. President, I read further from the
release of the national council to which
I referred: P

Such a crisis would center around the most
reckless and dangerous part. of the new clo-
ture rule, that part which proposes to deny
the Senate the right to put any limit what-
soever on debate upon a motion to change
this or any other Senate rule. If this provi-
sion of the rule were to stand the Senate
would have nailed its feet to the floor for a
thousand years.

Mr, President, that is what these gen-

* tlemen say, and that is correct. In such

case, Senators would never break the
rule which was fastened on the United
States Senate last year, the rule spon-
sored by the Senator from Nebraska;
Senators would never break it in a thou-
sand years, as is said by the gentleman
who issued the release from which I have
been reading.

No wonder the Senator from Nebraska
is attempting to get out from under this
rule, as a result of what has happened
here today.

I read further from the release:

If, on Friday, May 19, at least 64 votes are
not cast for cloture we urge the leaders of

both parties to keep the motion to take up
FEPC before the Senate until cloture is voted
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or until, after repeated petitions and roll
calls, it is conclusively demonstrated to the
American people—

Mr. TAFT. Mr, President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr., LUCAS.
ment—
that, under the present Senate rules, the will
of the majority is powerless to break through
and overcome the veto power of a minority
of one-third-plus-one.

The Members of the Senate can escape the
pit they have dug for themselves—and, more
important, they can open the way to fair
employment—only by climbing the cloture
ladder they have built, all 64 rungs of it.

Now I yield to the Senator from Ohio.

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, the Sen-
ator from Illinois is not under the im-
pression, is he, that if his own rule, which
he tried to have the Senate adopt last
year, had been adopted by the Senate,
cloture would have been adopted today?
The Senator from Illinois has counted
the votes, has he not, to see that his own
rule would have failed, just as the present
rule failed, so far as the adoption of
cloture is concerned?

Mr. LUCAS. The Senator from Ohio
is correct. Buf when we try again to
obtain cloture and have present the five
Senators on this side of the aisle who are
absent today, and also have present the
Senators on the other side of the aisle
who are absent today, cloture, I am sure,
would carry under the two-thirds rule;
there is no question about that.

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina and
Mr. WHERRY addressed the Chair.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the
Sz2nator from Illinois yield; and if so, to
whom?

Mr. LUCAS. I yield to the Senator
from South Carolina.

Mr. JOHNSTON of South Carolina.
Mr. President, I believe the Senator from
Illinois stated that it would be hopeless
to try to invoke cloture and that we never
could invcke cloture with the present
rule in existence. Did I correctly un-
derstand the statement of the Senator
from Illinois?

Mr. LUCAS. Idid notsay that. Isaid
that if that provision of the rule remains
in effect, we cannot break in a thousand
years the rule which was fastened on us
last year.

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. LUCAS. 1 yield.

Mr. TAFT. I wish the Senator were
correct in the statement he made; but
the Senator may have noticed that there
were 32 “nay” votes, and the distin-
guished Senator from Kenfucky [(Mr,
WiTHERS] was announced as “nay,” mak-
ing 33 votes on that side of the ques-
tion. So, as a matter of fact, if all Sen-
ators were present, the attempt to invoke
cloture would still be defeated, either
under the present rule or under the rule
sponsored by the Senator from Illinois.

Mr. LUCAS. Very well, have it any
way you desire.

Mr. TAFT. 1make that statement for
the sake of the accuracy of the Recorb.

I think it is unfortunate that the Sen-
ate has not voted in favor of cloture, I
am in favor of cloture.

However, I am afraid the Senator from
Illinois cannot blame the failure to in-

I shall yield in a mo-
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voke cloture on the rule the Senate
adopted last year; that is all.

Mr. LUCAS. Very well. The Senator
can have it any way he wants. At least,

the rule we tried to adopt last year, as the °

Senator must admit, was a more liberal

rule than the one which was fastened on

us, the rule under which we are now

operating,

PERSONAL STATEMENT—DREW PEARSON
ARTICLE

Mr. HICEKENLOOPER. Mr.
dent——

Mr. LUCAS. Just a moment, please;
I ask the Senator to give me a chance,

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Mr. President,
I have a favor to ask of the Senator from
Illinois, in asking him to yield, for I must
catch an airplane at 2:30 this afternoon,

Mr. LUCAS. Very well; I yield.

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. Mr. President,
I ask unanimous consent that I may
make a statement for about 2 minutes
about an article in which my name is
mentioned, appearing in this morning'’s
newspapers, regarding the vote.

Mr. LUCAS. Cannot the Senator put
the statement in the Recorp? That
would do just as well.

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I am afraid it
would not do just as well. I ask the
Senate’s indulgence, if I may obtain
unanimous consent to speak for the time
I have indicated, without prejudicing the
right of the Senator from Illinois to the
floor.

Mr. LUCAS. Very well.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there ob-
jection to the request for the Senator
from Illinois to yield to the Senator from
Iowa for 2 minutes, without causing the
Senator from Illinois himself to lose the
floor? The Chair hears none, and the
Senator from Iowa may proceed,

Mr. HICKEENLOOPER. Mr. President,
in this morning’s Washington Post, in
a column by Drew Pearson, there is a
perfect example of the utmost and un-
bridled freedom of the press and the ex-
tent to which it can be carried, even to
the protection of fantastically untrue
statements.

I shall ask to have the entire article
printed in full in the Recorp at the con-
clusion of my remarks, but at this point
I shall read only a portion of it. It in-
sinuates that the Senator from Ohio
[Mr. Tart] had made some kind of “deal”
with the Senator from Georgia [Mr.
RusseLr]. It says:

Tarr not only estimated that he could keep
at least six GOP Senators from voting 1o end
the filibuster but he actually named them,
They are: Senators MniixiN, of Colorado;
MavonE, of Nevada; Bringes, of New Hamp-
ghire; GueNEY, of South Dakota; Youne, of
North Dakota; and HICKENLOOPER, of Iowa;
and two or three others might also be per=-
suaded, TarT said.

Somewhat later in the article the fol-
ing appears:

However, the six GOP Senators whom Tart
has sald he would deliver to the southern
Democrats have already expressed theilr views
privately as against cloture. This is prob-
ably something which Tarr did not tell Sen-
ator RUSSELL,

Mr. President, publicly and privately,
I have always maintained that cloture
should be invoked whenever debate was

Presi-
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used as a delaying tactic. I even wrote
a letter, several days ago, asking whether
my name could be included among the
sponsors of the cloture petition.

I have publicly and privately main-
tained that I would vote for cloture,

I made a special trip from Jowa back
to Washington, arriving here last night,
and my reservations were made 3 days
ago, for the specific purpose of voting in
favor of the cloture petition.

No more fantastically unfounded
statement could be made, so far as I am
concerned. Of course, I cannot speak
for other Senators——

Mr. MALONE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. HICKENLOOPER. I
yield.

Mr. President, no more fantastically
unfounded statement could be made, so
far as I am concerned, than the state-
ment from which I have read, as it ap-
pears in the newspaper this morning.
There is no foundation whatever for it.
It is utterly and fantastically untrue.

Again I say that it certainly demon-
strates the great lengths to which free-
dom of the press, for such unbridled
and unfounded statements, is protected
in this land of ours.

I regret, of course, that opportunity
is given for statements of this kind to
be made public; but under the great, free
American system, I assume that we shall
have to continue to be subjected to such
untruths and such unfounded rumors,
wgether for political purposes or other-
wise.

I thank the Senator from Illinois for
yielding to me. I would not have asked
him to do so, had I not keen required to
leave very shortly.

Mr. MALONE. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Illinois yield, to permit me
to ask a question of the Senator from
Iowa?

Mr, LUCAS, It is my understanding
that the Senator from Iowa has to leave
almost at once.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The time of
the Senator from Iowa has expired.

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. President, it is my
understanding—I may be incorrect—
that the name of the Senator from Iowa
was on the original cloture petition: at
least, it was put there by someone at his
request, I understand.

Mr. HICKENLOOPER, I had asked
permission to have it put on the cloture
petition,

Mr. LUCAS. Yes.

Mr. HICEENLOOPER. Mr, President,
I now send the entire article to the desk
and ask that it be printed at this point
in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the Recorb,
as follows:

|From the Washington Post of May 18, 1850]
Tarr Civih. RiGHTS DEAL REPORTED
(By Drew Pearson)

Civil rights is the rock on which Abraham
Lincoln founded the Republican Party. Yet
Senator Tarr of Ohio, who is Mr. Republican
himself, has just made a cold-blooded deal
with southern Democrats to help them de-
feat civil rights.

TarFr has promised to hold back enough
Republican votes to prevent cloture—in other
words, prevent the Senate from breaking the

cannot
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civil-rights filibuster. In return, TarrT got
southern votes to support him in blocking
the proposed Truman-Herbert Hoover re-
organization of the National Labor Relatlons
Board.

Under present rules it requires 64 votes to
break the filibuster—which means that every
available northern Democrat and Republi-
can must be present and vote for cloture.
Therefore, if TaFr can keep only four or five
Republicans from voting, southern Senators
will be able to talk civil rights to death.

This is exactly the deal which the Senator
from Ohlo made with Senator Dick RUSSELL
of Georgia, the astute southern spokesman,
The agreement has been kept a top political
secret, and undoubtedly will be denied.
However, other Senators were in on it, and
this column has carefully confirmed the
facts.

Tarr not only estlmated that he could
keep at least six GOP Senators from voting
to end the fllibuster, but he actually named
them. They are: Senators MiLLIkIN of Colo-
rado, MaLoNE of Nevada, BrIoGEs of New
Hampshire, Guaney of South Dakota,
Younc of North Dakota, and HICKENLOOPER
of Iowa—and two or three others might also
be persuaded, Tarr said.

TAFT GOES IN REVERSE

In return, Senator RusseLL promised to
give Tarr a solid block of southern votes
against the reorganization of the National
Labor Relations Board, a plan which would
have abolished the general counsel's office.
The interesting thing about this reorganiza-
tion is that it was not only proposed by
Herbert Hoover, but 1 year ago it was also
sponsored by Tarr himself.

However, Robert Denham, the NLRB gen=
eral counsel whose job would be abolished,
has been a faithful follower and fought
tooth and nail to block NLRB reorganization,

Tarr's trade with Senator RusseLt has al-
ready ‘borne fruit regarding this part of the
deal. For, last week, southern Democrats
delivered a block of votes to defeat NLRB
reorganization—with the exception of Sen-
ator WitHeRs of Eentucky. He voted against
Tart and for Truman.

Today it’s Torr's turn to keep his part of
the bargain, He himself will vote against
the South and line up to break the filibuster
in order to keep his record clean., He would
be defeated for reelection in Ohio if he didn't.

However, the six GOP Senators whom TarT
has sald he would dellver to the southern
Democrats have already expressed their views
privately as against cloture. This is prob-
ably something which Tarr did not tell
Benator RUSSELL,

For, in secret Republican councils, the
above-mentioned six had argued against the
principle of shutting off Senate debate. In
fact, Tarr had little to do with wooing them
over to the gther side.

Meanwhile, it is significant that Tarr has
been noticeably uncooperative in rounding
up Republican votes against the fillbuster,
though fellow Republicans have not sus-
pected the reason. Senator WHerryY, of Ne-
braska, on the other hand, has been quite
active.

Prediction—The Tarr-Russeryt deal will be
more vigorously and vehemently denied than
anything in years, in addition to which sev-
eral of the above six Senators will switch
their votes In order to give the denials more
validity.

DEWEY BACKS ELLIOTT

No one would ever expect Governor Dewey
to propose & Roosevelt for public office.

But, believe it or not, that's what Dewey
did the other day. He sent word to Elllott
Roosevelt, urging him to run for Congress
from New York City against Representative
Viro MarcanTonNio of the American Labor
Party.

Dewey’s message was brought to Elliott by
Paul Lockwood, one of the Governor’'s confi-
dential secretaries, who promised that if
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Elliott could get Tammany's backing, he
would also have Republican support in run-
ning agalnst MARCANTONIO.

MarcaNTONIO has had pro-Communist sup=
port and represents the Puerto Rican-Negro
district of New York, which ordinarily would
be hard for an outsider to carry. But just
as young FRaNxLIN ROOSEVELT, then an out-
sider, was able to carry the Eighteenth Dis-
trict, so it is believed Elliott could carry
MarcanNTONIO'S district if he had support from
Tammany and the Republicans.

Following Lockwood’s proposal to Elliott,
the latter conferred with Tammany leaders,
and their decision is expected shortly.

Mr. MALONE. Mr. President, I
should like to ask the distinguished Sen-
ator from Iowa whether Mr., Pearson
spelled our names correctly.

Mr, HICKEENLOOPER. So far as I
know, he did.

FAILURE OF CLOTURE RULE

Mr. LUCAS. Mr, President, I regret
that I am compelled to reply to my
friend from Nebraska. I made a short
statement expressing regret at what had
happened, and advised the Senate we
would carry on this fight. I had hoped
we would carry it on with the same kind
of cooperation we have had in the past,
without getting into a political wrangle
as to who is responsible, and so forth.
I made no attack with respect to this
rule in my short statement. I thought
the vote had ended it, until meanwhile
we could take up certain other business,
and later on, discuss and debate FEPC
with a view to having another vote on
cloture, and that when we secured the
presence of some seven or eight Senators
who were absent today we could perkaps
make a hetter showing, and with a
change of heart by a few Senators might
be able to make the grade. That was
the sincere hope at least of the Senator
from Illinois.

The Senator from Nebraska rose ma-
jestically, and immediately said the
Democratic Party was split, high, wide,
and handsome, and so forth and so on.

Mr, President, I do not propose to speak
any longer on this question. I am simply
interested in trying to secure the passage
of the FEPC bhill. I hope when we bring
up the motion again some of my friends
on the Democratic side of the aisle will
at least—I repeat, will at least—give the
Senate an opportunity to discuss the
measure—and I repeat, an opportunity to
discuss the measure.

The idea of a Senate of the United
States binding this body to the point
where it is impossible even to talk about
a measure is a preposterous doctrine.
The opposition will not even let a Sen-
ator, under this rule, vote favorably upon
the motion itself. Surely that ought to
be done, if nothing else, and it is difficult
for me to understand how any Senator,
regardless of how he may feel upon this
measure, regardless of where he may
come from, could fail to give the Senate
an opportunity at least to discuss the
merits and demerits of the measure, even
though he might be opposed to the bill it-
self.

Some day, Mr. President—I repeat,
some day—other Senators in this Cham-
ber will have measures they will want to
have considered. We are now laying
a ground work here, as a result of failure
to take up this bill that may prove disas-
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trous. We are sowing the seeds, as I
see it, for some small group of Senators
to band together any time they want
upon any measure, regardless of how im-
portant or how meritorious it may be,
and proceed to stop the Senate cold in
its tracks from considering any impor-
tant legislation.

Surely, Mr. President, viewing the con-
ditions which prevail throughout the
world today this should not be done.
As I said yesterday, this is probably as
dangerous a peacetime period as we
have ever had in America. It is a time
when we may require action at any time,
and we ought to be able to expedite ac-
tion in the Senate.

Mr. KNOWLAND and Mr. LEHMAN
addressed the Chair,

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the
Senator from Illinois yield, and if so to
whom?

Mr. LUCAS. 1 yield first to the Sena-
tor from California.

Mr. ENOWLAND. Mr. President, I
should merely like to ask the able Szna-
tor from Illinois, the majority leader,
whether it is not true that, since his party
is in substantial control of the Senate of
the United States and in control of the
Committee on Rules and Administration,
if the able Senator wants to modify the
rule, he is in the position and has the
power to do it, by bringing out a new
rule, Under the rule which was adopted
at the last session, the problem of chang-
ing the cloture rule, as it now stands, has
been neither increased nor decreased.
The Senator therefore is in the same
position, with respect to making a change
that we were in at the last session of the
Congress. Of course, as the able Sena-
tor from Illinois knows, it would require
the breaking of a filibuster, through day-
and-night sessions, which cannot be
done in the month of May, but must be
started in the month of January.

Mr. LUCAS. I understand now what
the Senator is talking about. I regret
that my friend, who has usually been
with me on these things, brings that up
and implies that we have started too late.
Last year, according to many people, we
started too early. This year, according
to many people, we started too late. At
least, Mr, President, we started each year.
We started during the first session of the
Eighty-first Congress, and we started
during the second session of the Eighty-
first Congress. That is more than my
Republican friends did during the
Eightieth Congress. They brought in an
amendment to the rule, as I recall, in
April, during the first session of the
Eightieth Congress, but they never did
consider it, either during the first session
or the second. So I do not want to be
charged with negligence by my friends
on the other side of the aisle. They do
not come in with clean hands when they
try to charge neglect upon the part of the
Democratic leadership.

I yield now to the Senator from New
York.

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, I ask
the Senator from Illinois whether he does
not think it is apparent that the result
of this vote has been received by some
of our friends on the other side of the
aisle in a spirit almost of jubilation?
Their demeanor has made 1t evident that
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they believed it to be a victory for the
Republican Party.

I ask the Senator from Illinois whether
he does not agree with me that this is no
victory for anyone, but that it is a tragic
defeat for a rightful cause, the cause of
equal rights and freedom for all our peo-
ple? I think some Members on the other
side of the aisle, instead of exhibiting a
spirit of jubilation, instead of trying to
capitalize on this vote for political ad-
vantage, should feel, as I do, that it is
one of the most discouraging develop-
ments I have known in my entire public
life.

Mr. IVES. Mr. President, will the Sen-
ator yield?

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Sen-
ator from Illinois yield to the senior Sen-
ator from New York?

Mr. LUCAS. 1 yield.

Mr. IVES. Iregret very much that my
colleague from the State of New York
saw fit to question the motives of all of
us on this side of the aisle, which he ap-
parently did in the statement he just
made. Ihappen to know personally that
a great number of Senators on this side
of the aisle regret, as does my colleague
himself, and as does the majority leader,
the outcome of the vote which has just
been taken.

At the outset of this debate, I pleaded
with Members of the Senate to keep par-
tisan polities out of this matter. We are
never going to solve anything in the
field of labor relations or in the field of
human relations generally by injecting
partisan politics. I think I personally
have kept partisan politics out of this
thromghout my whole life. Again, I
plead with other Members of the Sen-
ate for an honest effort to keep partisan
politics out of this thing, and in doing
so I join with the majority leader. The
majority leader can count on me until
the end of time, insofar as that is con-
cerned. [Manifestations of applause in
the galleries.]

Mr. LEHMAN. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr, LUCAS. I yield.

Mr. LEHMAN. I fully concur in what
my distinguished colleague from the
State of New York has said about keep-
ing partisan politics out of this debate.
But it was certainly evident from the
very first remarks which were made,
after result of the vote was announced,
that an atterpt was being made from
the other side of the aisle to capitalize
on the outcome and to seek partisan ad-
vantage of this situation.

I do not care whether this bill is
passed by Democratic votes or by Repub-
lican votes. My only interest is in hav-
ing it passed, in having the Senate ob-
tain a right at least to vote on it. That
is the democratic process, a process I
have always supported and which I al-
ways will support. I hope the distin-
guished majority leader will again at-
tempt to obtain cloture on this motion,
and that the cloture motion will receive
the support of additional members of the
Republican Party and the support of
more members of my own party.

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. President, I have
had a number of talks with Senators on
the other side of the aisle during the de-
bate on FEFC. One Senator who has
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given me much courage and counsel in
connection with it has been the senior
Senator from New York [Mr. Ives],
There are a number of other Repub-
lican Senators who are genuinely in-
terested in the proposed legislation,
without thought of partisanship. But
I repeat—the REecorp will show, and
Senators know, what I said immediately
following the vote, was a sincere state-
ment—and devoid of the slightest tinge
of partisan politics. It was, and is now,
my hope that we carry on and har-
monize our efforts to the end that we ac-
cumulate the necessary votes on this
side of the aisle and on the other side of
the aisle to gain a victory. Mr. Presi-
dent, I disclaim any interest in the
starting of the partisan spirit of the
debate. I place the responsibility on my
friend from Nebraska [Mr. WHERRY]
who started out with a big hip, hip, hur-
rah about splitting the Democratic
Party in twe and claiming much in de-
feat for what the Republican Senators
have done.

Mr. BREWSTER obtained the floor.

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. BREWSTER. 1 shall be glad to
yield, if I do not lose my right to the
floor.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that I may yield to the Senator
from Nebraska for about 5 minutes, with-
out losing my right to the floor.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob-
jection, it is so ordered. The Senator
from Maine yielded to the Senator from
Nebraska in order that he might ask
unanimous consent to proceed.

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, the
junior Senator from Nebraska asks
unanimous consent that he may proceed
for 5 minutes.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without ob-
jection, and without affecting the right
of the Senator from Maine to the floor,
the Senator from Nebraska may proceed,

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, the
reason the junior Senator from Nebraska
rose to his feet was because of the speech
which the majority leader made yester-
day, in which he referred to the rule to
which he has again referred in his re-
marks this afternoon. He referred to
the rule requiring a two-thirds constitu-
tional majority, which rule the junior
Senator from Nebraska helped to have
adopted by the Senate and which the
majority leader said had been fastened
upon the Senate for a thousand years.
Had it not been for that rule, Mr. Presi-
dent, the majority leader would not have
been in position today even to present
a motion for closing debate. He voted
against the rule.

The point which the junior Senator
from Nebraska wants to make is that the
requirement of 64 votes had nothing to
do with the outcome this affernoon. I
say it is a good rule. I was willing to
make the rule require two-thirds of the
Senators present and voting, and I went
along with the distinguished Senator
from Arizona [Mr. HaypEN] to that end.
But, since, when the amendment to the
rule was under consideration, the distin-
guished Senator from Illinois stated he
would proceed no further and would ask
the Senate to take up some other meas-

May 19

ure, then it was that a compromise was
worked out, whereby, for the first time
in the history of the United States Sen-
ate, a motion could be made to impose
cloture if 64 Senators voted to terminate
debate. It carried by 63 votes. It was
not an unholy alliance, as the majority
leader has stated more than once on the
floor of the Senate. I am as much inter-
ested today in adopting a better cloture
rule as I was at that time, and, in this
instance, I worked incessantly to get out
the vote.

Of course there is jubilation on this
side of the aisle, because we finally got a
test vote upon a vital issue for the first
time in all the history of the Senate, and
I am proud of the fact that on this side
of the aisle 781% percent of the member-
ship voted in favor of the motion. If
there is any partisan politics involved, it
comes from the other side of the aisle,
where continuously promises have been
made to the pzople of the country that
civil-rights legislation would be passed,
The best they could do, as I pointed out,
was only 19 votes out of 54.

Why should any blame be attached to
the Republican side of the aisle Why
should any blame be attached to this rule
which has permitted the majority leader,
for the first time in his life, to be able
to test a cloture motion? I am as sin-
cere as is any Senator on the floor with
reference to cloture. The point I de-
sire to make is that it has been through
this rule that we have had an oppor-
tunity, for the first time I have been a
Member of the Senate, and the first time
any Member of the Senate has ever had
such an opportunity on either side of the
aisle, to make the test.

Attacks are continuously being made
by the majority leader, and he has stated
that it is because of this rule that the
bill has failed. It is not because of the
rule, because if we mean what we say and
will say what we mean we can apply
cloture if we have the necessary votes.

Mr. President, only six Republicans
voted against it. Three Senators were
absent. One Senator is present, even
against his doctor’s orders, in order that
he might vote for the cloture petition.

That shows the length to which the
minority leader has gone in trying to get
out the vote. I am proud of that fact.
I say, again, that it is the efforts on this
side of the aisle which have produced
results. If there is going to be any
preaching or any censure, it should be
applied by the majority leader to those
who, he says, always criticize him for
everything he does.

The majority leader refused to yield;
to me. I think yielding is a courtesy
which should be extended. I have al-
ways yielded to him. In a sarcastic way
he made me the great leader of the Re-
publican Party——

Mr. LUCAS. I was honest about it.

Mr. WHERRY, I accept the nomina-
tion from the majority leader.

Mr. President, two more points, and
I shall be through. I was made a great
general on one occasion by the Senator
from West Virginia [Mr. NEgr¥]l. I ap-
preciated that. I have now been made
the undisputed leader of the Republican
Party by the nominating speech of the
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majority leader, and I also appreciate
that honor.

Mr. President, I believe that we should
not change the precedents of the United
States Senate every time a measure is
brought up.
Senator from Michigan [Mr. VANDEN-
BERG], who was presiding at the time, in
his decision, and, I believe, rightly so.
If there are to be rules in the Senate, we
must approach them in the proper way
and not try to change them every time
a piece of proposed legislation is brought
up. As I said to the majority leader
yesterday—and I say it again—there are
no politics involved in the matter.
Nothing has been taken away from us.

I hope I have heard the last of the
indictments made by the majority leader
that I have been involved in an unholy
alliance. We can change the rule just
as it could have been done on the very
day about which the majority leader
has been speaking. The rule could be
changed by breaking a filibuster, but
until Senators are willing to do that they
are not going to change the rule.

I accept this compromise rule as a
great victory for the Republican Party
because I feel that at long last we have
a right to vote upon a measure and place
every Senator on record as to how he
feels concerning the issue. Even though
we did not get a constitutional two-thirds
majority, I say the showing is a good
one. It shows where the friends of the
proposed legislation are. Mr. President,
I shall always join in any coalifion which
is interested in good, forthright legisla-
tion, I believe those with whom I
joined are not unholy, whether they
come from the South, West, North, or
East. I respect the dignity and truth-
fulness of every Member of the United
States Senate, and I do not like the
statement that I joined with any group
in an unholy alliance to be for or against
any measure,

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Gir-
LETTE in the chair). The Senator from
Maine [Mr. BREwsTER] is entitled to the
floor.

PERSONAL STATEMENT—DREW
PEARSON ARTICLE

Mr. TAFT. Mr. President, will the
Senator from Maine yield, with unani-
mous consent, that I may make a
2-minute statement on another matter?

Mr. BREWSTER. I shall be glad to
answer any question.

Mr. TAFT. I should like to make a
statement.

Mr. BREWSTER. I should first like
to know what the statement is.

Mr. TAFT. I ask unanimous consent
only because the distinguished Senator
from Iowa has put in the REcorp an
article by Mr. Drew Pearson which was
published in this morning’s. Washington
Post. The statement is as follows: I
have seen Drew Pearson’s story regard-
ing an alleged deal on FEPC cloture and
Reorganization Plan No. 12. There was
no such deal or anything resembling it.
It should be noted that the Senator from
Tennessee [Mr. McKeLLAR], the Senator
from South Carolina [Mr. JoHNSTON],
the Senator from Alabama [Mr. Hirrl,
the Senator from Alabama [Mr. SPARK-
mAN], and the Senator from Georgia

I voted to support the
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[Mr. RusserrL] were not among those
who voted for the resolution of disap-
proval of Reorganization Plan No, 12.
Furthermore, Mr. Hoover publicly.stated
that the Hoover Commission did not ap-
prove the plan, nor did I approve the
plan last year, confrary to statements
made in the article. I have publicly and
privately continuously urged every Re-
publican to vote for cloture on FEFPC,
The whole story is an unmitigated lie.

Mr. BREWSTER. I am glad to yield
to the Senator from Ohio for the pur-
pose of making that statement.

SENATOR MALONE'S POSITION ON
CLOTURE

Mr. MALONE. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that I may be per-
mitted to make a statement for not more
than 2 minutes, without prejudicing the
rights of the Senator from Maine.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does
the Senator from Maine yield to the
Senator from Nevada? .

Mr. BREWSTER. I ask unanimous
consent that I may yield for the purpose
of permitting the Senator from Nevada
to proceed for 2 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the unanimous-consent
request? The Chair hears none, and
it is so ordered.

The Senator from Maine yields to the
Senator from Nevada for 2 minutes,
without losing his right to the floor.

Mr, MALONE. Mr. President, the
junior Senator from Nevada has an-
nounced on many occasions in the past
315 years that he would not vote for
cloture on any measure except in a
national emergency. Mr, President, the
word “filibuster” has been bandied about
very loosely for a considerable time on
the Senate floor. The best definition
of a filibuster which the junior Sen-
ator from Nevada can think of, at
least as the word is used on the
floor of the Senate, is that a filibuster
is a debate to which one does not sub-
scribe. In othen words, if a Senator
does not agree with the speaker, it is a

-filibuster- On the other hand, if the

Senator does agree with him, it comes
under the head of profound debate. The
Jjunior Senator from Nevada has listened
with much interest to the addresses and
debates of Senator StEnnis from Mis-
sissippi, the Senators from Georgia, Mr.
GeorcE and Mr. Russern, and other
Members of this body, when they were
engaged in debate, and has commented
later to those Senators upon the char-
acter and high plane of their thoughts.
The junior Senator from Nevada is still
listening to the debate on FEPC with
an open mind.

Mr. President, I have visited most of
the nations of the world, and I have be-
come familiar with most of the legis-
lative bodies of the world. I attended a
session of the legislature in Bangkok,
Siam, for example. It is a small body
of men operating within a very limited
field when considered from the point
of view of authority.

If the King of Siam were to send
word that they should abolish them-
selves, they probably would do so.
When I visited the country their King
had been shot only a few days prior to
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my arrival. I note that another King
has now been appointed.

In considering the results of his visits
to various countries, the junior Senator
from Nevada came to the conclusion
that the Senate of the United States is
the last open forum in the world in which
a subject may be freely debated and in
which Senators and the public may be-
come informed. It is even morec impor-
tant that the public become informed,
because when the public is informed,
they are generally right in their con-
clusions. If a measure is hurried
through the Congress without full de-
bate, the public has no chance to become
informed. If that happens, it is possible
for Senators, as well as other persons, to
give the impression that a vote means
something other than what it actually
means on the floor of the Senate.

Mr, President, in closing, I wish to say
that the House of Representatives is not
an open forum. Any administration
which controls the House of Represent-
atives can pass a bill in an afternoon.

In the Senate on the contrary there is
full opportunity under our rules for Sen-
ators to become informed, and the people
of the United States t6 become informed.

The junior Senator from Nevada,
would not vote for cloture on any sub-
ject except in a national emergency.

Mr, President, the Constitution of the
United States provided the two inde-
pendent Houses of Congress—the House
of Representatives and the Senate, The
Senate, by its very nature is the more
deliberative body.

Both Houses, under the Constitution,
are entirely independent of the executive
branch of the Government—the Presi-
dent of the United States.

Continual pressure is exerted by the
executive branch for greater control of
the legislative branch—if cloture could
be invoked on the Senate floor without
full and unvestricted debate the execu-
tive would increase its control over the
legislative—the stage would then be set
for a dictator to take over under a So-
cialist, Fascist, or Communist form of
government,

I am, therefore, thoroughly opposed to
exercise of cloture control except in an
emergency.

COMMENT ON CLOTURE VOTE—PERSONAL
STATEMENT ON DREW PEARSON AR-
TICLE

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Maine is again recognized.

Mr. RUSSELL rose.

Mr. BREWSTER. For what purpose
does the Senator from Georgia rise?

Mr. RUSSELL. Mr, President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Senator
from Maine yield to me for 4 minutes,
without taking the Senator off the floor.

Mr. BREWSTER. I should like to say
that I wish to proceed with my remarks
as quickly as possible. I hope the Sena-
tor’s request will be the last one, because
I know many Members of the Cenate are
eager to get away. I am happy to yield
to the Senator from Georgia provided I
do not lose my right to the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Maine asks unanimous
consent that the Senator from Georgia
may make a brief statement without the
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Senator from Maine losing his right to
the floor. Is there objection? The
Chair hears none, and the Senator from
Georgia may proceed.

Mr. RUSSELL., Mr. President, I was
interested in the political discussion be-
tween the minority leader and the ma-
jority leader as to where to place the
blame for the failure to gag the Senate
of the United States in the discussion of
the pending motion. The majority
leader, having failed in his attempt to
create a bipartisan bloc in the Senate
which would gag the Senate, now de-
nounces what he terms a coalition be-
tween Senators on this side of the aisle
with those on the other side of the aisle.

I say, Mr. President, that today should
be a day of rejoicing on the part of those
who believe in preserving the funda-
mental processes of the Senate of the
United States, which guarantee the right
of petition to every American citizen. It
should be a day of rejoicing to those who
have an appreciation of the dignity of
the United States Senate and its proc-
esses. The Senate has rejected the ef-
fort to bring before it this naked bill,
without one line of hearings, or any rec-
ommendation on the part of the com-
mittee to which it was referred, and
there should be rejoicing at the action
in the nature of a rebuke to a committee
for bringing this bill out without having
discharged its proper functions.

Indeed, all those who value their indi-
vidual rights and liberties today have
reason to be proud that 33 S=znators
either voted or were announced in op-
position to this movement which some
of us believe to be largely political in its
character and so dire in its consequences.
So much for that.

Some mention has been made on the
floor of the Senate of an article by Drew
Pearson which appears in this morn-
ing's newspaper. This is not the first
time I have been accused by this man of
having made some kind of a deal with
Republican Senators on legislative mat-
ters. As I recall, this is the third or
fourth time. I do not remember the
exact dates or the nature of all of these
false charges, but I did refresh my mem-
ory as to another that was made this
year. On February 4, when there was
talk of bringing up some civil-rights leg-
islation, Pearson carried a long column
charging that there had been a deal be-
tween the Senator from Nebraska [Mr,
WHERRY] and myself as to something
which had taken place more than a year
ago. The charge was utterly baseless
and without foundation, just as was the
one in today’s newspaper that I had
made a trade with the Senator from Ohio
[Mr. TAFT].

Mr, President, I resent the charges,
not only as they are directed at me, but
as they are directed at my colleagues
from the South. I resent the inference
that they could be driven like cattle, and
would vote as I might direct them to
vote. The cold record shows that the
charges are false, and the fact that the
record was available to Pearson shows
that the charges were knowingly, wil-
fully, and falsely made.

The charge that was made in Feb-
ruary had to do with a vote on some
power-line legislation that took place in
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the last Congress. He claimed that a
conspiracy between the Senator from
Nebraska [Mr. WaHERRY] and myself,
whereby I was to deliver southern Sen-
ators, was discovered by three alert Sen-
ators—I forget at this time who they
were—and that they succeeded in
preventing a large number of south-
ern Democrats from voting against
an amendment, and thereby foiled
the plot. A yea-and-nay vote of the
Senate was taken on that particular
item, and it showed that of the three
record votes on public-power matters
taken on the bill, more southern Demo-
crats voted on the one he claimed was
the subject of a meretricious trade than
on any other one. The cold record
showed the falsity of his charge that it
was necessary or possible to prevent my
colleagues from the South from voting
on the amendment.

The record today shows the falsity of
the charge in regard to the item he dis-
cussed. He chdrges that I delivered the
votes of southern Senators to the Sz2n-
ator from Ohio to disapprove the reso-
lution reorganizing the NLRB. The cold
record shows every southern Senator
voted exactly as they had on the passage
of the labor bill over a year ago. Mr.
Pearson abuses the freedom of the press
for political blackmail, The article this
morning had no other purpose, nor did
the article in February have any other
purpose, than to deter men on this floor
from voting their convictions. He
thought that by coming out with this
figment of a distorted and perverted
imagination he would frighten Senators
from voting their convictions by threats
of smears. He gave some names.

Mr. President, there was not a re-
porter in the Press Gallery who did not
have a better idea of how the vote would
go than Mr. Pearson did, as expressed
in his article. Reporters have been
checking Senators for at least a week,
and all of them knew how nearly every
Senator would vote on the cloture issue.
Even at that, he failed to correctly list
those opposed to cloture, though past
votes on cloture petitions enabled him
to name some of those who voted against
it today.

Of course, it would be impossible for
any Senator to attempt to add to Mr.
Pearson’s stature as the prince of liars.
I would not undertake to gild a lily, He
has been charged by Presidents of the
United States, by members of the
Cabinet, by other men in public life,
world without end, again and again, of
being the creature who long ago wrested
away the laurels of Ananias and placed
them proudly on his own brow.

He has been compared to a skunk by
one Senator, I believe. Of course, the
Senator would not have made that state-
ment if skunks could vote and were able
to speak. [Laughter.] If skunks had
been able to understand the odious na-
ture of the comparison, I am sure they
would have committed mass suicide, to
the last skunk. [Laughter.]

The President of the United States
publicly referred to Pearson as being a
s. 0. b, There was a great deal of dis-
cussion as to whether or not it was proper
for the President to use such language.
But not one person ever questioned the
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correctness of the President’s statement,
[Laughter.] I doubt not that if the

. canine family in this country could have

understood that compariscn, every one
of them have been seized with rabies of
the most virulent type in their madness
at being so compared. [Laughter.]

Mr. President, my time is up. I merely
wish to say that the Prince of Peace was
fideed omniscient. He looked down
through 2,000 years, and in the eighth
chapter of John, the forty-fourth verse,
described Pearson when he said:

There is no tuth in him. When he
speaketh a lle, he speaketh of his own; for
he is a liar, and the father of it.

I thank the Senator from Maine for
yielding.

THE FEPC BILL—RULES OF THE SENATE

Mr. BREWSTER. Mr. President, 1
have been requested by the Senator from
Minnesota to yield to him, if I may have
unanimous consent, for 5 minutes.

Mr. HUMPHREY. I should like to
have 10 minutes.

Mr. BREWSTER. I am a little con-
cerned about that——

Mr. HUMPHREY. I should like §
minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Minnesota is recognized
for 5 minutes.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President,
first I desire to thank the Sznator from
Maine for the couriesy he has extended
to me,

I have listened this afternoon to the
remarks of several of our distinguished
colleagues in reference to the situation
which confronts the United States
Senate with regard to the measure pro-
viding for fair employment practices. I
feel very much like my colleagues the
junior Senator from New York and the
senior Senato ' from New York. There is
little rejoicing in the hearts of the peo-
ple, and I do not believe there should
be any rejoicing in the hearts of the
Members of the United States Senate or
of the Congress.

To my Democratic friends, I say, if this
Democratic Party of ours is going to sur-
vive, if it is going to do what it has
pledged itself to do, it had better make
up its mind to fulfill its commitments
to the American people.

I am not going to admonish the Repub-
lican Party. It must face its own record.
However, I think there is a little bit of
admonishing that needs to be done on
the home front, right in the ranks of the
Democratic Party. I believe that those
of us on this side of the aisle who re-
member the last election, whether we
like to face the facts or not, recall that
the two candidates for the office of the
Presidency of the United States who re-
ceived tremendous votes were the two
men who gave full and complete support
to the issue of civil-rights legislation. I
submit that the candidate who stood on
the issue of an anti-civil-rights program
did not get enough votes to know he was
in the election; yet that candidate made
a campaign before the American people.

It may be that some of the United
States Senators, some of us in this body,
have failed to remember that election.
It may be that we fail to remember it
because our term of office is 6 years., But
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I submit, Mr. President, that the position

of Harry S. Truman as a candidate for -

the Presidency of the United States was
well known by the American people on
the issue of civil rights. The record of
Mr, Dewey, the candidate for the Re-
publican Party, was also well known and
Mr. Truman and Mr. Dewey were the
two candidates who were able to muster
the votes—not the Dixiecrat candidate.

What has happened is not a matter of
rejoicing to me as a member of the Demo-
cratic Party. The Democratic Party has
made promises and pledges on civil rights,
and it behooves the membership of the
party to fulfill its commitments,

Now a few words about Senate rules.
If this rule of the United States Senate
applying to cloture had been in effect
at the time of the birth of this Nation,
we never would have had a republic.
Majority rule was the rule of the Con-
stitutional Convention. This rule, the
Wherry cloture rule, violates the prin-
ciple of the Golden Rule. There seems
to be more concern over a Senate rule
than there is for the Golden Rule.

Mr. President, there are Senate rules
which give a Senator immunity from be-
ing called to account for any kind of re-
marks—true or false—he wishes to make
about any person. For such remarks a
Senator is immune from any form of
action.

There is a Senate rule which provides
that any Senator can be put in his seat
for anything he says, regardless of the
justice of the cause he is pleading or the
nature of his remarks. This rule is ridic-
ulous and subject to wholesale abuse.

The rule relating to immunity of Sen-
ators for anything they may say about
persons within the confines of the United
States Senate protects Senators from all
possible civil action. But when it comes
to a rule pertaining to Members of the
Senate in relation to each other, we are
very careful to protect our own preroga-
tives and privileges.

I submit that the rules of the Senate
ought to be rewritten so that they pro-
tect the American people, and not pro-
vide privileges for the Members of the
United States Senate.

The Constitution of the United States
was adopted upon the prineciple of major-
ity rule. Seventy-seven Delegates were
invited to the Constitutional Convention.
Fifty-five came and 39 remained. Had
such a rule as the present Senate rule
been in existence at that time, and had
it been controlling of the action of the
Delegates who were considering adopt-
ing the Constitution, we would have
failed in our attempt to establish consti-
tutional government. We never would
have adopted the Constitution. The only
provision in the Constitution providing
for a two-thirds majority vote is one
which provides for a simple two-thirds
majority, not a so-called constitutional
two-thirds majority. The two-thirds
majority vote rule applies to impeach-
ment proceedings, ratification of treaties,
to the expelling of a Member or to over-
riding the veto of the President or sub-
mitting constitutional amendments.

Mr, President, I think it is time to
revise the rules of the Senate on the basis
of simple majority rule. This so-called
constitutional two-thirds majority, which
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is not constitutional, which violates the
Constitution ought to be eliminated
from the rules of the Senate. I shall
suggest to the majority leader that we
have a new rule come out of the Com-
mittee on Rules and Administration
which will permit the Senate of the
United States to act for the best inter-
ests of the people.

(The following statement by Mr.
HuMPHREY, appearing in the daily Rec-
orp of Monday, May 22, page 7510, was
on his request, and by unanimous con-
sent, ordered to be transposed and
printed at this point in the permanent
RECORD:)

IMMUNITY OF SENATORS

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, on
Friday, May 19, in the course of my
comments I discussed the rules of
the Senate. In doing so I did not ap-
propriately take note of the fact that the
rule relating to immunity of Senators for
statements they make on the floor of the
United States Senate is based on section
6, article I, of the Constitution.

I ask unanimous consent that this
statement be placed in the permanent
Recorp for May 19, together with article
I, section 6, of the Constitution, which
reads as follows.

1. The Senators and Representatives shall
receive a compensation for their services to
be ascértained by law, and paid out of the
Treasury of the United States. They shall
in all cases, except treason, felony, and
breach of the peace, be privileged from arrest
during their attendancc at the session of
their respective Houses; and for any speech
or debate in either House they shall not be
questioned in any other place.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
time of the junior Senator from Minne-
sota has expired.

Mr. BREWSTER. Mr. President, I
am sure the Senator from Minnesota
has made a valuable contribution. I
think it has brought to the fore the real
issue here. I was present when the other
difficulty rose over the rules, and up to
the time of the adoption of the present
rule there was no way under heaven of
stopping discussion even on a motion
to consider the measure. Adoption of
the new rule is a step in the right direc-
tion. Many will agree it does not go
far enough, but it is fully in the purview
of the Senate at any time to proceed
again, though the Senate will come to
the same dead end on a motion to change
the rule. It cannot be taken up. That
has been the roadblock. We adopted
the 64-vote rule only because we could
not get anything else. We could get that,
however. Now if the Senator from Min-
nesota and other of his associates, with
their persuasive eloquence, can make a
further advance, it is one which will be
appreciated. But I do not think there
should be criticism of those who have
achieved as much as we have achieved
up to date.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. BREWSTER. 1 yield.

Mr. HUMPHREY. It is not my de-
sire simply to rehash the past. I think

the present moment is a tragic one. I -

think it is a very bad moment for the
Republican Party, for the Democratic
Party and for the people of America. I
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prefer to think of tomorrow, and to
think of what we are going to do. I
for one want to see the issue fought
out. We have much time to stay here
and fight it out.

Mr. President, I want to see the rules
of this body amended in such a way
that we will give, first of all, consider-
ation to the American people so that
irresponsible, reckless charges cannot be
made on the floor of the Senate with
the privileges of immunity, and, second,
that we will carry out our responsibil-
ities in respect to legislation for the
benefit of the American people, and will
carry out our responsibility not by words
but by performance.

REORGANIZATION PLAN NO. 21 OF 1950

Mr. BREWSTER. Mr. President, I
move that the pending motion be tem-
porarily laid aside, and that the Senate
proceed to consider Senate Resolution
265, dealing with the proposed abolition
of the Maritime Commission.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
motion will be stated by title for the
information of the Senate.

The LecisLaTIVE CLERK. A resolution
(S. Res. 265) disapproving Reorganiza-
tion Plan No. 21 of 1950, reportéd from
the Committee on Expenditures in the
Executive Departments without recom-
mendation.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on the motion of the Senator
from Maine that the motion to proceed
to the consideration of Senate bill 1725
be temporarily laid aside, and that the
Senate proceed to consider Senate Res-
olution 265. The motion was agreed to;
and the Senate proceeded to consider the
resolution (S. Res. 265) as follows:

Resolved, That the Senate does not favor
the Reorganization Plan No. 21 of 1950 trans-
mitted to Congress by the President on March
13, 1950.

Mr. BREWSTER. I should like now
to move a limitation of debate, but I
should like to have the Senate hear first
from my friend the Senator from Wash-
ington.

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, I
should first like to ask the Senator from
Maine how long he himself expects to
discuss the resolution.

Mr. BREWSTER. I expect 15 min-
utes will be ample for the proponents.

Mr. MAGNUSON. Second, I wish to
ask the Senator from Maine whether he
expects that the Senate shall vote on the
resolution today.

Mr. BREWSTER. I hope the Senate
will vote on it today. We are coming
near to the dead line. We have only
Monday and Tuesday to consider such
resolutions. I do not know what may
come up. We have a larger attendance
now than we have had for some time,

Mr. MAGNUSON. I expect to take at
least 45 minutes to an hour myself on
the matter.

Mr. BREWSTER. I have canvassed
the situation as well as I can, and the
Senator from Minnesota is the only Sen-
ator who indicated a desire to speak on
the subject. He asked for only 15 min-
utes. Iwould accordingly move that the
debate be limited to an hour and a half,
to be divided equally hetween either the
Senator from Maine and the Senafor
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from Minnesota [Mr. HoMpHREY] or the
Senator from Washington [Mr. Mag-
NUSON].

Mr. MAGNUSON. I could not agree
on such a time limitation.

Mr. BREWSTER. The Senator does
not need to. I think it desirable that
some time limitation be fixed, however.

I move that debate be limited to one
hour and a half, the time to be divided
equally between the Senator from Maine
and the Senator from Minnesota.

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr, President-—

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Just a
moment until the Chair states the ques-
tion. The motion is that debate on Sen-
ate Resolution 265 be limited to 3 hours,
an hour and a half to each side.

Mr. BREWSTER. No, Mr. President.
The motion was that debate be limited
to an hour and a half.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair begs the Senator’s pardon.

The question is on the motion of the
Senator from Maine that debate be lim-
ited to an hour and a hali, the time to
be divided equally, and to be controlled
by the Senator from Maine and the Sen-
ator from Washington.

Mr, - MAGNUSON. Mr. President, T
shall have to oppose that motion, I do
not think we can present the case in an
hour and a half.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The mo-
tion is not debatable.

Mr. MAGNUSON. Is not a motion to
limit debate open to debate?

The FRESIDING OFFICER. No.
Under the reorganization law such a mo-
tion is not debatable.

Mr. EASTLAND. I suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum.

Mr, MAGNUSON. In my opinion, Mr.
President, a motion to limit debate is,
under the Senate rules, a debatable mo-
tion, and is not limited by the Reorgan-
ization Act.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the Reorganization Act itself it is pro-
vided that a motion to consider a resolu-
tion or a motion to limit debate shall be
decided without debate. 3

Mr. MAGNUSON. Then I suggest the
absence of a quorum.

Mr. BREWSTER. We have discussed
that particular question over and over
again for the past week or 10 days.

Mr. MAGNUSON. I suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will call the roll

The legislative clerk proceeded to call
the roll,

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent to withdraw my
suggestion of the absence of a quorum
and that the order for the call of the roll
may be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. BREWSTER. Mr. President, I
move that the time for debate on Senate
Resolution 265 be limited to 1 hour and
one-half, to be divided equally between
myself and the Senator from Washington
or the Senator from Minnesota, which-
ever Senator wishes to handle the time.
doMr. HUMPHREY. I shall be glad to

S0. .
¢ Mr. BREWSTER. Very well; the time
to be divided equally between the Sen-

The
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ator from Minnesota [Mr. HUMPHREY]

and the Senator from Maine.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the motion of
the Senator from Maine,

The motion was agreed to.

Mr. MAGNUSON, Mr, President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. BREWSTER. 1yield.

Mr. MAGNUSON. In order that the
Senate may be informed, let me say that
it is my understanding that under the
rule regarding reorganization plans, in-
asmuch as the resolution of disapproval
of the plan is not subject to amendment,
the effect of the motion just agreed to is
that the Senate will vote on this matter
at approximately 4 o'clock, Is that cor-
rect?

Mr. BREWSTER. That is correct.

I hope the vote may occur even a lit-
tle earlier than that, because I doubt
whether those of us on this side of the
question will use the entire time available
to us, If that occurs, we shall be happy
to allow a little more time to Senators on
the other side of this issue.

Does the Senator from Minnesota care
to proceed?

Mr. HUMPHREY. No. I prefer that
the Senator from Maine proceed. Ishall
speak later on.

Mr. BREWSTER. Mr. President, I
shall try to persuade my two dissent-
ing colleagues and point out that this
reorganization plan is in a distinct cate-
gory from most of the others we have
considered. First, there was plan 6,
which was adopted last year without
cbjection, which carried out the reor-
ganization contemplated by the Hoover
Commission, and which has been opera-
tive for about 7 months. There had
been exhaustive examination of the af-
fairs of the Maritime Commission, con-
cerned with the conduct of its affairs,
prior to the time of this reorganization
proposal, that is, covering the fiscal
years 1948 and 1949, but not applying to
its operation under the reorganization
recommended by the Hoover Commis-
sion, carried into effect by the President
under plan 6, without objection either
by the Senate or by the House. We now
face plan No. 21, of which the citizens’
committee dealing with this program
says in its report:

The plan 21 is in part consistent with,
and in part goes considerably further than,
the Hoover Commission’s program.

That refers to the fact that under

. this plan the Commission is made for

all practical purposes a subordinate
agency of the Department of Commerce.
It gives to the Secretary of Commerce
not only the power to lay down gen-
eral policies—and just what the mean-
ing of that phrase is is not clear, but
it is certainly very broad in its lan-
guage, and, too, Congress was supposed
to lay down the policies for the func-
tioning of this independent Commis-
sion—but, in addition, it provides, as
testified by the Secretary of Commerce,
that the Secretary of Commerce shall
have the power to determine routes. The
power to determine routes strikes direct-
ly at the base of the power of the Mari-
time Commission. Authority to deter-
mine whether a given route shall be sub-

May 19

sidized is of the very essence of the power
of the Commission. I asked the Secre-
tary of Commerce, Mr. Sawyer, for whose
intelligence and integrity I have the
highest regard, particularly after the
frank way in which he testified, about
this matter. He said yes; that was the
power lodged in his hands, and the re-
sponsibility, I asked him how he could
exercise it. I asked him how many men
he had in his department. He testified
that he had 46,000 employees in his de-
partment. I said, “It is not, of course,
feasible for you to do this job of deter-
mining routes all over the world, is it?”
He admitted that was so. So that he
would either be obliged to defer to the
Commission, which very frequently
might be his action, or he would be
obliged in order to carry out his respon-
sibility to set up another executive
agency, as contemplated under the
Under Secretary of Commerce, provi-
sion for whom is made in the plan which
would not be a measure of economy.

A new Under Secretary of Commerce
necessarily means a large number of em=
ployees associated with his office to assist
him in fulfilling these new functions.
Instead of efficiency and streamlining,
and in contradistinction to the objec-
tives of the Hoover report, this would
expand and diffuse the responsibility so
that either the Secretary or the Under
Secretary would have to set up independ=
ent groups to determine the route allo=
cations, and then the Maritime Commis-
sion would be obliged to go ahead and
determine what lines, if any, should be
put upon a given route. The question of
what lines shall run on a route is still
left to the determination of the Maritime
Commission.

I am fortified in my impression that
this plan is distinet from any of the
ones we have had, by an editorial which
appeared this morning in the New York
Herald Tribune, which has been a con-
stant friend of the Hoover Commission
reorganization. It is an editorial deal-
ing with this matter, and from it I should
like to read very briefly:

Among the 21 reorganization proposals
which Mr. Truman submitted to Congress in
March, 19 were close to the spirit of the
commission’s recommendations. Two, how-
ever—those relating to the National Labor
Relations Board and the Maritime Commis-
slon—diverged sharply; the first constituted
an effort by Mr. Truman to legislate Mr.
Denham, the NLRB counsel, out of office,
and the second would have destroyed the
Maritime Commission’s independence in a
fleld where the Hoover Commission believed
it should be retained.

I ask that the entire editorial be incor-
porated in the Recorp at this point.

There being no objection, the editorial
was ordered to be printed in the RECorD,
as follows:

THE PRESIDENT’S ERROR

The results of the FPresident’s error in
playing politics with the Hoover Commission
reports are now glaringly apparent, Among
the 21 reorganization proposals which Mr.
Truman submitted to Congress in March, 19
were close to the spirit of the Commission’s
recommendations, Two, however—those re-
lating to the National Labor Relations Board
and the Maritime Commission—diverged
sharply; the first constituted an effort by
Mr. Truman to legislate Mr. Denham, the
NLRE counsel, out of office, and the second
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would have destroyed the Maritime Commis-
sion's independence in a field where the
Hoover Commission believed it should be
retalned. These mistakes were all that the
congressional opponents of reorganization
needed. One after another, proposals on
the rest of the program are being voted
down,

The President does not appear to have
realized that the task of streamlining the
Government was so big, so delicate, that it
would need all the prestige of the Hoover
Commission kehind every plan, all of the
popular support that could be mustered.
The fear of Congressmen—and the many in-
‘terests affected by Government agencles—
that efficiency would be used a~ an excuse for
executive usurpation, is very strong. The
cuality of the leadership and membership in
the Hoover Commission was high enough to
give the proponents of governmental reform
a fighting chance. But when Mr, Truman
loaded down his plans with palpable efforts
‘to achieve political ends, all the supporters
of the status quo leaped joylully into the
struggle, and are making a hash of the whole
program.

It might be argued, with justice, that Con-
gress should be more selective, that the
Senators who are using arguments which are
only valid against a few of the reorganiza-
tion plans to condemn them all, are being
neither falr nor wise. But it was the Presi-
dent who gave the initial grounds for sus-
picion and it is he who must bear the final
responsibility. The reforms projected by the
Hoover Commission -are urgently needed;
they are basic to any attempt to cut Govern-
ment costs by efficient administration. Mr,
Truman's efforts to use reorganization for
any other purpose casts doubt upon his sin-
cerity in tackling this problem at all, and
Jeopardizes a great national movement.

Mr. BREWSTER. Mr. President, that
I think establishes pretty clearly that
this Maritime Commission proposal is in
‘a class by itself, or at least in a class or
two by itself, and it is to be pointed out
and borne in mind that the proposal to
place these powers in the Seecretary of
Commerce constitutes what could cer-
tainly be termed a second phase. The
first phase was the concentration of re-
sponsibility in the Chairman, the issue
we have been arguing here all week and
against which the Senate has repeatedly
decided. That phase, however, was car-
ried out under plan 6, and it has been in
effect for the past 7 months. I very
much hope the Senate will decide to let
it operate for a while longer before tak-
ing another step, which would be quite
inconsistent with the position of the
Hoover Commission, particularly since
this very solution was tried in 1933, soon
after the former Democratic adminis-
tration came into power. For 3 years
the Maritime Commission was admin-
istered under the Department of Com-
merce, with such unfortunate effect that
the action was then rescinded and the
indédpendent status of the Maritime
Commission reconstituted. The Hoover
Commission, in its report, declared in
favor of the independence of the Mari-
time Commission, which would certainly
he destroyed by the action which is here
contemplated.

I desire to say a word also about the
situation as to the acceptance or rejec-
tion of these plans. There is a feeling
throughout the country, perhaps very
naturally, that the Hoover Commission
recommendations are not faring so well.
That is a result of the fact that we have
taken up those to which we have ob-
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jected and have rejected some of them.
The score, however, is not at all so bad
as one would infer frem a reading of the
entirely accurate reports in the press.

Last year there were seven plans re-
ported, of which six were accepted with-
out serious question. The one concerned
with the social welfare was rejected, and
the other six went into effect. The re-
organization of the Maritime Commis-
sion, consolidating its executive fune-
tions in the Chairman, in aeccordance
with the Hoover Commission recommen-
dation, was accepted under plan 6.

This year there have been 21 plans
submitted, of which 11 have been ac-
cepted, apparently without question, as
no resolutions have even been offered to
reject them. The other 10 are still under
question, aside from the 3 or 4 which
have already been rejected. So I think
the country is quite in error in the as-
sumption that the recommendations of
the Hoover Commission are not receiv-
ing considerate and sympathetic atten-
tion.

Mr, MALONE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
Douctas in the chair).  Does the Sena-
tor from Maine yield to the Senator from
Nevada?

Mr. BREWSTER. Iwillina moment.

This is made very clear in an article
on the editorial page of the New York

“Times this morning, by Arthur Krock,

I ask unanimous consent that the article
be inserted in the Reccrp at this point,
in order to support the proposition, as
he says the net score of the Hoover
report is still good.

There being no.objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

Ner Score oN HoovEr REPoORTS StiLn Goobp
(By Arthur Krock)

WasHINGTON, May 18.—Though the Sen-
ate has disapproved the first 6 of the
21 plans to reorganize the executive branch
which the President submitted in March, and
prospects for 6 more are dim, friends of
the general enterprise are not downhearted.
Some of them offer this explanation of the
Senate’s current rejections:

1. The administration exceeded or altered
the recommendations of the Commission
headed by former President Hoover, some-
times fundamentally, as in the instance of
the plan to return the functions of the gen-
eral counsel of the National Labor Relations
Board to the members of the Board.

2. The President, by giving precedence to
certain plans that were open to charges of
partisan animation, and by the timing of
those he submitted, materially changed the
Commission’s ‘plan of procedure.

3. These tactics enabled Members of Con-
gress who oppose the entire reorganization
conceépt because they want to protect cer-
tain Government personnel to cite bases of
opposition more acceptable to the large pub-
lic which the citizen's committee, the Junior
Chamber of Commerce, etc., have as-
sembled in favor of the Hoover Commission
reports. In the words of Senator Lopce, of
Massachusetts, coauthor of the resolution
which established the Commission, *“they
gave everybody an out.”

But Mr. Lopge is only one of those who
believe that what has already been made
effective in the Commission program justi-
fles its creation and its cost. And many of
these also feel that, though administration
tactics will prevent the attainment of the
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economy that otherwise was possible, the
net score will be considerable when all the
plans have been acted on.

THE HISTORY SO FAR

In 1849, when the reorganization plans
submitted were much more faithful to the
Commission’s proposals, all but one became
effective. The exception established a new
Department of Welfare. The remaining six
shifted two employment units to the De-
partment of Labor; added to the powers of
the Postmaster General; put the National
Security Council and the National Security
Resources Board into the President's execu-
tive office; increased the administrative
powers of the Chairmen of the Civil Service
and Maritime Commissions and transferred
the administration of public roads to the
Department of Commerce.

The 1950 submissions, 21 in number, of
which the Senate has already rejected 5,
to date have drawn 17 resolutions to dis-
approve 11 of them. By the terms of the
General Reorganization Act a constitutional
majority of either the House or the Senate
(which means one more than half of the
entire Membership) is sufficient to reject a
plan. This arrangement was opposed by
the administration and by many of the
s-embers of the Hoover Commission. But,
while it might have been responsible for the
disapproval of a good, nonpolitical plan even
if the administration had been more faith-
ful to the Commission’s blueprints, the
arrangement is in the public interest. The
political pressure a President can success-
fully exert on the House is fortified by the
restrictive rules of that branch.

If, as the administration urged, disap-
proval by constitutional majorities of both
the House and the S@nate had been required
to kill any plan the President submitted,
the legislative branch would have been too
greatly subordinated in business where its
responsibility is at least as great as the
Executive's. Already, by the veto powers
granted him in the Constitution, the Presie
dent can prevent the enactment of any
legislation except that which is supported
by two-thirds majorities of the House and
the Senate. And these must be assembled
and held together for the act of overriding
a veto,

TOD MUCH POWER

To have made it possible for the President
to reorganize any part of the executive
branch and the independent, semijudicial
agencies and commissions unless both
branches of Congress disapproved by con-
stitutional majorities would have given him
a new affirmative power as great as the
negative one he derives from the veto.
And, once a statute is enacted, this veto
power enables the President to defeat the
will of a two-thirds majority of one legisla=-
tive branch and one short of a two-thirds
majority of the other if these favor repeal
of the statute. He can disapprove the re-
peal, and it can be effected only by two-thirds
majorities in both the House and the Senate
on a motion to override.

These facts induced many legislators who
are sincere bellevers in the Hoover Commis-
sion’s work to deny the Executive request
that, to disapprove a reorganization plan,
it must be rejected by constitutional major-
ities of both branches.

Of the 1950 crop the Senate followed the
advice of the banking community and the
Secretary of the Treasury in voting, 65 to 13,
against the new Treasury plan. By 66 to 13
it defeated reorganization of the Interstate
Commerce Commission that would have
taken away its independence of the Execu-
tive. It voted 50 to 23 against the Federal
Communications Commission plan, and 63
to 12 against the most controversial pro-
posal—that which affected the National
Labor Relations Board.
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But, if the American Legion's overture
of protest against legislation carrying out
reports 2, 9, 14, and 15 of the Hoover Com-
mission is an indication of how noisy this
actual battle will be, we haven't heard any
real uproar yet.

Mr. MALONE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. BREWSTER. Iyield.

Mr. MALONE. Ishould like to ask the
distinguished senior Senator from Maine,
in regard to the plans which have been
turned down by the Senate, if most of
the plans submitted were not perverted
to a certain extent, giving the Executive
more power, as in the case of the labor
council, as in the case of the Interstate
Commerce Commission, and in several
other instances, where it was not the in-
tention of the Hoover Commission or of
Mr. Hoover that we should place more
power in the hands of the Executive, but
it was the intention to save money and
to improve the administration of such
branches of the Government without
placing more power in the hands of the
already too powerful Executive.

Mr, BREWSTER. I think it is very
clear that the Hoover Commission did
not contemplate dealing with questions
of policy, which are certainly implicit
in the Maritime Commission proposal,
nor did it contemplate destroying the
independence of the Commission. It did
contemplate a concentration of power in
the Chairman of the Commission, but not
what could be construed as control of
policies. I am sure that has been the
reason why some of the plans have been
rejected. In this particular case the
plan is not one about which I think there
will be any argument. It radically alters
the policy-making function of the Com-
mission in taking away from it the de-
termination of routes to certain areas of
the world.

Mr. MALONE. That would destroy its
effectiveness.

Mr. BREWSTER. It certainly would
destroy its independence and stability.
The curious part of it is that there are
two functions dealing with subsidies.
One is the so-called construction sub-
sidy; the other is the route subsidy. On
the construction subsidy there has been
much argument, although some of those
who have argued have come out of the
same place wherein they went. The
subject has been under very careful
study. In 1948 and 1949 the Committee
on Expenditures in the Executive Depart-
ments studied it, and the matter is
having most careful scrutiny.

The route subsidy is a phase of the
program which has operated with most
amazing success, such success, I think, as
cannot be matched in the annals of our
recent fiscal policy, since on the route
subsidy, in the past 10 years, the total
expense of the Government for the entire
subsidy program has amounted to a net
of approximately $10,000,000 as a result
of the payments made by the shipping
lines from their profits. That conclu-
sively demonstrates, to my mind, the wis-
dom of the way in which the Maritime
Commission has exercised its responsi-
bilities in the allocation and determina-
tion of routes. That is the very power
which is now proposed to be taken away
from it, whereas the other power, which
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has been in controversy and has been
subjected to some criticism, is the one
still left with the Commission. Thatisa
rather curious way to go about it.

Mr, MALONE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield further?

Mr. BREWSTER. I shall be glad to
yield.

Mr. MALONE. It has been a matter
of considerable importance to the junior
Senator from Nevada as to how we can
make the people understand that some
of these plans are not reaching the Sen-
ate in the same form in which they were
recommended by the Hoover Commis-
sion. For example, most of the cham-
bers of commerce, the junior chambers
of commerce, and the women's clubs
were entirely sold on the idea of the
Hoover plans of reorganization, and
Members of the Senate were also sold on
them. The majority on this side of the
aisle created the Reorganization Com-
mission, thinking we would have a Presi-
dent who would put the plans into

‘effect, save money, and spread the au-

thority so that it could not be abused.
Some of the soundest people in the
United States are sold on the Hoover
Commission reorganization plans but
know nothing about the reorganization
plans as actually submitted to the Sen-
ate and have no time at this late date
to learn of the type of reorganization
plan in each case as it arrives on the
Senate floor. It is a serious disappoint-
ment to the people who have gone out
systematically and sold the Hoover plans
to counties and districts within their
States that now it is found necessary to
cut the throat of some of the trick plans
finally served up on the Senate floor.
For example, last year, when Mr. Oscar
Ewing was going into the Cabinet, he had
openly announced intention of putting
into effect a form of socialized medicine
and several other plans which had not
been passed upon by the Congress. We
had, therefore, to defeat the plan we had
fathered.

Mr. BREWSTER. I am limited as to
time, but I will say that the Senator from
Arkansas [Mr. McCrerran] and the Sen-
ator from North Carolina [Mr. HoEy]
are very close together on this matter
of economy, and I think that one of the
things they have found in the programs,
certainly in connection with the current
proposal, is that there is no substantial
evidence to indicate any economy which
would result. We are, instead, creating
another officer under the Secretary of
Commerce to administer functions which
are being taken away from the Maritime
Commission and placed in the Depart-
ment of Commerce. There must be a
whole coterie of persons to advise and
furnish the Secretary with studies. So
it would seem that the almost inevi-
table result would be that it would be
uneconomical rather than otherwise.

Iam sorry I am limited in time.

Mr. MALONE. The Senator is doing
a very good job in presenting the matter
to the Senate.

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. BREWSTER. I yield.

Mr. MAGNUSON. Of course the Sec-
retary of Commerce has stated over and
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over again that in taking over the ad-
ministrative functions of the Maritime
Commission he did not intend to hire any
more employees. The fact is that he
probably will screen them out and have
fewer persons perform those administra-
tive functions. The only addition to per-
sonnel would be the establishment of the
office of an assistant Secretary.

Mr. BREWSTER. An Under Secre-
tary, I think it is.

Mr. MAGNUSON. It would amount
purely to an office staff. The net result,
in the opinion of the Maritime Commis-
sion, would be the abolishment of sev-
eral jobs; particularly, persons now em-
ployed in the Maritime Commission
would be screened out.

Mr. BREWSTER. The question was
gone into rather carefully by the com-
mittee when the Secretary was testify-
ing. I think, if the Senator will read the
testimony of the Secretary of Commerce,
he will see that it was not contemplated
that there would be any economies, and
there was no evidence presented as to
any economies which would result from
this action. Certainly, if there were any,
they were negligible.

On the other hand, there was the dan-
ger, as I have pointed out, that unless
the Secretary or the Under Secretary ac-
cepted the commission as the function-
ing agency, it would be necessary to have
more persons to do the job. If they ac-
cept the commission, why create addi-
tional jobs? That is the anomaly in the
situation.

Mr. MAGNUSON, I do not want to
take the Senator’'s time. There may be
some discussion to the effect that it
would not result in economy in person-
nel, but there has never been any indi-
cation that it would result in an increase
in personnel.

Mr. BREWSTER. I was making that
suggestion based entirely on the discus-
sion.

Mr. THYE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield in order that I may make
a unanimous-consent request?

Mr. BREWSTER. I yield for that
purpose.

Mr. THYE. Mr, President, I ask unan-
imous consent that I may be absent from
the Senate the remainder of this after-
noon.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. THYE. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. BREWSTER. 1 yield.

Mr. THYE. Mr, President, it is my
understanding that Reorganization Plan
No. 21 would be voted on this afternoon,
and Senate Resolution 265 is the resolu-
tion which opposes this reorganization
plan. Were I present at the time the
vote is taken I would vote for Senate
Resolution 265 disapproving Reorganiza-
tion Plan No. 21.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair takes note of the fact that although
the Senator from Minnesota was excused
from attendance on the sessions of the
Senate for the remainder of this after-
noon, his physical as well as astral body
was present for some minutes thereafter,

Mr. BREWSTER. I think I have
stated the reasons, Mr. President. In
the first place, the plan is not in accord
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with the Hoover Commission report, as
the Citizens’ Committee clearly pointed
out. They singled it out as one plan
which clearly went beyond the recom-
mendation. Second, because the Mari-
time Commission has already experi-
enced reorganization by vesting the pow-
ers in the Chairman, which is contem-
plated under most of the plans we are
discussing. Third, because it returns to
a program which was demonstrated did
not operate successfully from 1933 to

1936.

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Mr. Pres-
ident, will the Senator yield?

Mr. BREWSTER. I yield.

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Does the

Senator understand that the present plan
may set a pattern for the formation of
a department of transportation in one
of the executive departments?

Mr. BREWSTER. That is implicit in
some of the statements which have been
made regarding it. I know it is a mat-
ter of concern to many of the witnesses
who have testified.

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Can the
Senator tell the Senate to what extent
shippers and others interested in mari-
time matters are opposed to this plan.

Mr. BREWSTER. So far as I know,
opposition is almost unanimous. I have
a list of the agencies which oppose it.
They are the American Association of
Railroads, American Waterways Associa-
tion, American Trucking Association, Air
Transport  Association, Isbrandtsen
Steamship Co., Shortline Railroad Asso-
ciation, National Industrial Traffic
League, Southern Traffic League, South-
west Industrial Traffic League, Texas
Traffic League, Freight Forwarders, Na-
tional Lumber Manufacturers, Transpor-
tation Association of America, Shipbuild-
ers Council, and Mississippi Valley Asso-
ciation. All of them were opposed to
the implementation of plan No. 21.

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. That was
my understanding. Those are the rea-
sons why I made up my mind to support
the Senator’s resolution.

Mr. BREWSTER. I think it is of very
great concern to these people.

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Does the
Senator know whether the opposition is
fairly well based?

Mr. BREWSTER. Two members of the
Committee on Expenditures in the Ex-
ecutive Departments who have stood up
most strongly for this program of reor-
ganization are not here and not prepared
to discuss it as a result of the testimony
of the Secretary of Commerce and oth-
ers. Both those Senators, after opposing
it, said they did not care to enter into a
discussion of this program. I think the
Senator from Minnesota may have some-
thing to say, but certainly he was not too
eager fo oppose the plan,

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. BREWSTER. I yield.

Mr. MAGNUSON. Does the list which
the Senator has read, with the exception
of the Isbrandisen Line, contain the
name of one ship operator in the United
States, one maritime union, or one in-
dustry associated with our vast merchant
marine which is opposed to this plan?

Mr. BREWSTER. Not one of those
agencies dared to appear in opposition to
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the plan, because if they did, their very
existence would be at stake if the pro-
gram went through. In my judgment,
that is one of the most unfortunate as-
pects of this whole affair. So far as labor
organizations are concerned, if the Sen-
ator from Washington had been at the
discussions, he would have heard read
excerpts from a book written by the
present adviser of the Secretary of Com-
merce, Professor Zeis, who wrote that we
should have no American merchant ma-
rine, that the whole subsidy program was
ridiculous, and we ought to do away with
it. He said the argument that we should
have a merchant marine in order to train
our seamen was equally ridiculous, be=-
cause the way to train them was in
the Navy.

We had a letter from a labor organi-
zation, which was not presented by the
representative of that organization, Mr.
Hoyt Haddock, who is assigned to protect
seamen. He did not present it. They
sent us the letter, saying that they en-
dorsed this proposal. I wonder whether
the Senator from Washington has asked
the opinion of Mr. Hoyt Haddock, who
has represented this organization and
who knows more about the implications
and results of this program than any
other member, certainly, of a labor or-
ganization, as to what he thinks about
it and what he thinks the inevitable re-
sult would be of the program which is
apparently involved in this situation.

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, if
the Senator will not become so excited,
I will answer the question. I was here
during all this discussion. I had some-
one from my office present at the com-
mittee meetings every day to listen to
the testimony.

Mr. BREWSTER. The Senator from
Washington was unfortunately detained
by a nonpolitical trip. We understand
that, I am not criticizing him in the
slightest. If he had had an opportunity
to read the evidence, I think his eyes
would have been opened.

Mr. MAGNUSON. I have just spent
the last 2 hours reading it, but the Sen-
ator who is a member of the Subcom-
mittee on the Merchant Marine, of
which I am the chairman, must real-
ize that we have been holding hearings
for six long weeks on maritime mat-
ters, on all these subjects. Unfortu-
nately the Senator has not been able
to attend many of those hearings. I
think he attended 1 or 2 hearings out
of a total of 60.

Mr. BREWSTER. Unfortunately I
was there when the Senator from Wash-
ington was absent.

Mr. MAGNUSON. We are about ready
to make a report. We have had about
6 weeks of hearings.

Mr. BREWSTER. I really think the
Senator from Washington should speak
in his own time. He is using much of
my time,

Mr. MAGNUSON. This will take only
a minute. In the course of the hearings
we took it upon ourselves to request all
those associated with the maritime in-
dustry and all shipping people to give us
their opinion of this reorganization plan,
So far as I know, we received no reply
which was in opposition to the plan, with
maybe one or two exceptions out of Fun-
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dreds of people who replied. Thers have
been many informal discussions, I have
talked to Mr. Haddock about this plan.
Some of the people wanted to examine
it, but none of them has been opposed to
it. So far as I know even before the
executive committee there was no tes-
timony on behali of the maritime people.

Mr. BREWSTER. There was testi-
mony ex parte of the Maritime Com-
mission which expressed very strong
cpposition to the arrangement prior to
the time the plan was iszued, after which
they felt it was necessary to withhold
their objection. Mr. President, I must
yield the floor. How much time have
I used?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator from Maine has used 27 min-
utes. Therefore 18 minutes remain.

Mr., BREWSTER. I now yield the
floor to my friend, the Senator from
Washington.

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, I
hope we can get a vote on this resolution.
However, I wish to take up the points
mentioned by the Senator from Maine
in fzvor of his resolution which of course
is opposed to the reorganization plan.
The Senator from Maine stressed the
point that this plan was a departure
from the Hoover Commission recom-
mendations; that whereas many of the
plans sent to Congress by the President,
supported the Hoover Commission rec-
ommendations generally, this one and
the one affecting the National Labor Re-
lations Board were a departure from the
Hoover Commission recommendations.

Mr. President, I do not think that is
the case at all. Reorganization Plan No.
21 follows again verbatim the Hoover
Commission recommendations regarding
the Maritime Commission. The Hoover
Commission report to Congress, in a
booklet called Regulatory Commissions,
in which they deal with the Maritime
Commission and others, at page 12, in
recommendation No. 9, recommends:

The Commission recommends that the
functions of ship construction and the op-
eration, charter, and sale of ships should be
transferred to the Department of Commerce.

The functions of the Maritime Commis=-
sion relating to rates, conditions of service,
and the grant of subsidies should remain
with that Commission,

Mr. President, that is exactly what
Reorganization Plan No. 21 does. I re-
fer also to a long statement to Congress
by the Hoover Commission in the task
force report, entitled “Regulatory Com=-
missions, Appendix N,” sent to Congress
in July 1949. I will not take the time to
read it, but they point out, insofar as
the Maritime Commission is concerned,
what they think is the necessity of doing
exactly what plan 21 does. In other
words, they separate certain present
functions of the Maritime Commission,
place those functions under the Depart-
ment of Commerce, and leave within the
so-called Maritime Board, which was in
the Department of Commerce, certain
other functions which now exist with
them.

What is proposed is not a departure
from the Hoover Commission report,
and, if the Senator from Maine will
listen to me, I should like to refer to the
statement of Robert L. McCormick, in
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the hearings on plan 21. Mr. McCormick
is the research director for the Citizens'
Committee on the Hoover Report, which
the Senator mentioned. This is what he
5ays:

Reorganization Plan No. 21, on the Mari-
time Commission, was analyzed, In advance
of submission to Congress, by the staff of
the citizens’ committee and it was felt to
offer a workable soclution to an extraordi-
narily complex administrative matter. It is
the opinion of the citizens' committee that
this plan is a practical, generalized applica-
tion of the Hoover Commission’s recom-
mendations for the reorganization of the
Maritime Commission and for the reorienta-
tion of the Department of Commerce. The
committee strongly supports Reorganization
Plan No. 21, and urges that it be approved
by this Senate committee. In short, I am
appearing in support of the plan,

His testimony goes on at great length,
covering their research and analysis of
plan 21, which was analyzed beiore its
submission to Congress, showing how it
would follow out the recommendations of
the Hoover Commission task-force report
and the Hoover Commission report itself.

Mr. BREWSTER. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield to me to read an addi-
tional sentence which I think clarifies
the quotation? May I read him a fur-
ther passage from Mr. McCormick's tes-
timony immediately following?

Mr. MAGNUSON. Iwas about toread
the rest of it.

Mr. BREWSTER. If the Senator will
read the next paragraph, I think he will
find that it very much qualifies what he

has just said.

Mr. MAGNUSON. I do not think it
qualifies it at all.

Mr. BREWSTER. Will the Senator
read it?

Mr, MAGNUSON. Iwillreadit. The
officials were before the committee urg=
ing that Reorganization Plan 21 be ap-
proved, and they strongly wurged it.
They go further and say:

The plan is in general conformance with
the specific recommendations of the Hoover
Commission (recommendation 2, report on
Department of Commerce), although, in put-
ting the regulatory as well as the nonregu-
latory functions in the Commerce Depart-
ment, the plan diverges from the Commis-
sion’s program for the following reason.

Mr. BREWSTER. Did he not say this
was not the Hoover Commission recom-
mendation?

Mr. MAGNUSON, No. Plan 21 has
to be in detail. The Hoover Commission
recommendation to the Congress is that
we should separate the two functions,
It is a general recommendation. Of
course, there may be some departures in
this matter,

Let me take up the recommendation
of the plan. I say that in general it fol-
lows the Hoover Commission recommen-
dations, and in general carries out the
recommendations of not only the Citi-
zens’ Committee but the task-force
report,

The Senator made the point that this
plan should not be approved because we
had what he says was an unfortunate
experience in 1933, when we transferred
the old Shipping Board activities under
the ent of Commerce. The
situation in 1933 was somewhat different
from the situation now, In 1933, when
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the Department of Commerce had the
old Shipping Board functions, we did not
have a basic maritime law. Since that
time the Maritime Act of 1936 has be-
come the basic national maritime policy
and law of the country. It has worked
well. It has been testified to, in all the
weeks of our hearings, by all those in-
volved in the maritime business, that
they were satisfied with its basic ap-
proach and general philosophy as related
to the Marifime Commission.

Plan No. 21 does not in one iota affect
the basic Maritime Act. It does not
change one line, it does not change one
function, it does not change the general
basic approach, which requires opera-
tional subsidies, and the other matters
with which the Senator from Maine is
very familiar.

Mr, BREWSTER. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. MAGNUSON. I yield to the Sena-
tor from Maine.

Mr. BREWSTER. Does not the Sena-
tor consider that placing the power to
determine routes in the Secretary of
Commerce is both a very wide departure
from the existing practice and also a most
unfortunate one?

Mr. MAGNUSON. Not at all, It does
not change any portion of the act. It
merely says that in the establishment of
routes the Secretary of Commerce shall
establish the routes. The basic Maritime

- Act says to the Maritime Commission

that certain essential trade routes shall
be established. It does not say to the
Maritime Commission where they shall
be established, it does not say how they
shall be established,-it does not say to
what extent, or what type of contract
they shall enter into with an operator
when he gets a route. The basic concept
of the act is not touched. All it says is
that-in the establishment of what we call
essential trade routes the Secretary of
Commerce, because it is a commercial
matter, shall establish the routes.

The Maritime Board within the De-
partment of Commerce continues to have
the full say as to the type of contract,
the amount of subsidy, the type of sub-
sidy, the chartering or the type of ships
which may be used, and all the other
regulatory features which go with a con-
tract of a ship operator on an essential
trade route.

In that respect there is a change and
in that respect there may be some de-
parture from the specific recommenda-
tions and discussions in the Hoover Com-
mission Report, but every one who
studies the report has repeatedly said in
public statements, and the testimony of
McCormick of the Citizens' Committee is,
that this follows the usual recommenda-
tions. Insofar as I can see their recom-
mendations, it does.

The Hoover task-force report also re-
fers, in making its general recommenda-
tions, to the operation of the Maritime
Commission. I would not refer to the
present operations, because I do nof
know what changes in administrative
procedure have taken place. We have
first to analyze and come to a conclusion
as to whether it has been bettered. At
the time the task force investigated the
Maritime Commission, in an effort to
make recommendations as to what should
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be done with that Commission, in effect
they said—though I doynot know whether
I quote them correctly—it was the most
incompetent, most inefficient commis-
sion, on the whole, in the United States
Government, and they used several other
adjectives of the same tenor. That is
probably why they came to the quick
conclusion that it probably should be
reorganized, and that something of the
kind proposed should be done.

Mr. BREWSTER. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. MAGNUEON,
ator from Maine.

Mr. BREWSTER. The recommenda-
tion of the Hoover Commission—not the
task force, which is a very different
thing—was for the concentration of the
administrative powers in the Chairman,
which was carried out under plan 1 and
plan 6, which have only been in opera-
tion for 7 months, Would not the Sena-
tor feel that while this plan is begin-
ning to demonstrate its workability, and
while the Senator from Washington is
chairman of the subcommittee which has
been carrying out this very extensive
study, it would be desirable to defer at
least the adoption of another reorgani-
zation plan, of so extreme a character
as the proposed one, which takes away
from the Commission the entire power
to determine routes, so that in the future
the Secretary of Commerce would exer=
cise the power?

Mr. MAGNUSON. The Senator from
Washington does not believe that, be-
cause the Chairman of the Maritime
Commission himself has said repeatedly
that he favors this reorganization, and
the fact that he received only a small
amount of extra authority as Chairman
he does not think makes any substantial
difference,

This is no departure. The Senator
from Maine is worried about the estab-
lishment of further trade routes. Most
of the essential trade routes in the ship-
ping lines of the world, so far as mari-
time operations are concerned, have al-
ready been established.

Mr. BREWSTER. They can be dis-
established.

Mr., MAGNUSON. They are already
established. The plan would not change
that establishment whatscever. As a
practical matter, if a route is not going
to be used, the authority to make that
decision as a practical matter is going
to lie with the independent maritime
board within the Department of Com-
merce, which has the authority to de-
termine the type of contract and sub-
sidy which shall be given. That is what
counts with respect to a trade route.
The matter of what is an essential trade
route is pretty well established. We
know what our essential trade routes are
in the world. They have been patterned
for many years the world over.

Mr, BREWSTER. The Senator from
Washington understands that Professor
Zeiss' theory is that there should be no
trade routes.

Mr. MAGNUSON.' Who is Professor
Zeiss?

Mr. BREWSTER. Professor Zeiss is
an employee of the Department of Com-
merce advising the Secretary of Com-
merce. He had him appear to testify,

I yield to the Sen=-
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He referred to him. He is the adviser
to the Secretary of Commerce on mari-
time matters. Professor Zeiss says that
there should be no trade routes. The
Secretary of Commerce would have to
decide hetween Professor Zeiss and the
Commission.

Mr, MAGNUSON. I do not know who
Professor Zeiss is. But I know the Sec-

retary of Commerce does not hold to the

opinion that we should not have any
trade routes. The Senator from Maine
has no such opinion. Neither do I have
such an opinion. The world maritime
trade routes are established, and the
Secretary of Commerce has stated re-
peatedly in a letter to the subcommit-
tee, which I shall place in the REcorp,
and to the Committee on Expenditures
in the Executive Departments, that the
matter of trade routes is no longer an
important matter at all, because the
trade routes have been established for a
long time,

The tenor of the testimony of the
witnesses in opposition to the plan, not
from the maritime industry at all, but
from other industries, railroads, and pos-
sibly air lines and others who have a
great problem of establishment of
routes, is—“Oh, we are afraid that this
procedure may spread to some other
commissions.” I do not know whether
it is going to spread fo some other com-
missions, but I know it is going to be good
for the maritime industry, and those
who are interested in the maritime busi-
ness of the country have said so. They
did not appear in opposition.

The question of trade routes might
have been important years ago at the
beginning of the establishment of sub-
sidies. It is not of such importance now
at all. The important thing is not the
shuflling of any important trade routes,
because they cannot be shuffled. We
know that the North Atlantic route is an
essential trade route. Nothing can
change that route. Other important
trade routes are the essential trade route
to the western shores of South America
and the essential trade route to the
eastern shores of South America. We
know that the great North Pacific short
route to the Orient is an essential trade
route. All those routes are established.
No one can change them, and no one
is going to change them.

Mr. BREWSTER. Mr. President,
will the Senator yield for a question?

Mr. MAGNUSON. I yield.

Mr. BREWSTER. Since the Senator
has quoted the Maritime Commission,
would the Senator be interested in what
I shall read from the letter of February
9, 1950, to Dr. John R. Steelman. Assist-
ant to the President, the White House,
Washington, D. C., signed by Philip B.
Fleming, Chairman, Grenville Mellen,
Vice Chairman, Joseph K. Carson, Com-
missioner, and David J. Coddaire, Com-
missioner, in which they say:

The Commission—

That is the Maritime Commission—

opposes the grouping of all major promo=-
tional activities under unified direction and
control. It is our considered judgment that
Secretary Sawyer's distinction bhetween
regulatory and promotional activities is un-
realistic and impracticable.
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The letter continues:

The Commission recognizes the need for
continuous improvement in the administra-
tion of transportation programs. To this
end it has been engaged in major revisions
of its own structure and operations under
Reorganization Plan No. 6 and substantial
progress has been made. It is not improve=
ment to go back to that which has been
tried and falled. The Merchant Marine Act
of 1936 removed the United States Shipping
Board Bureau from the Department of Com-
merce and restored the Maritime Commission
as an independent agency.

Would that affect the Senator’s view
as to the position of the Maritime Com-
mission?

Mr. MAGNUSON. No, that state-
ment does not affect this proposal at
all. The Commission was asked for sug-
gestions when its members knew it was
proposed to abolish it and move its

functions elsewhere, and the commis- .

sioners made certain suggestions. There
was not a complete agreement between
them. Of course, the Maritime Commis-
sion itself would like a few more days of
grace, After all, two commissioners are
going to lose their jobs, and naturally
they want to keep the authority in the
Commission.

Mr, DOUGLAS., Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
NeeLy in the Chair). Does the Senator
from Washington yield to the Senator
from Illinois?

Mr. MAGNUSON. I yield.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Is it not a fact that
last year the Comptroller General of the
United States issued a report on the
operations of the Maritime Commission,
which was extremely critical of the way
they conducted their business?

Mr. MAGNUSON. Yes.

Mr, DOUGLAS. And is it not a fact
that a subcommittee of the House Com-
mittee on Expenditures in the Executive
Departments, under the chairmanship
of Representative PorTER HArRDY iSsued
a very thorough report also condemning
the Maritime Commission for the way in
which they have misconducted affairs?

Mr. MAGNUSON. That is correct.

Mr. DOUGLAS. And is it not a fact
that the same subcommittee issued in
the last few days a further report con-
firming the charges of maladministra-
tion and condemning the majority of the
Commission in the most unsparing
terms?

Mr. MAGNUSON. That is correct. I
will say to the Senator from Illinois that
the report was made public only today,
when it was submitted to the House,
The subcommittee recommends the type
of reorganization proposed, and con-
tinues its criticism of the Maritime Com-
mission.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield for a further question?

Mr. MAGNUSON. Yes.

Mr., DOUGLAS. Is it not true that
the one member of the Commission who
was exonerated by the Comptroller Gen-
eral in his report, and by the subcom-
mittee of the House Committee on Ex-
penditures in the Executive Depart-
ments, in both its reports, was Commis-
sioner Raymond S. McKeough, who has
been in the minority right along trying to
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prevent excessive subsidies on both con-
struction and operation?

Mr. MAGNUSON. Yes; I thinkso. I
did not read that portion of it, but I un-
derstand that is true.

Mr. DOUGLAS. And that therefore
there is a clear indication that a reor-
ganization of the Commission is needed.

Mr. MAGNUSON. I can answer the
Senator best by saying that someone
asked me about the reorganization plan
today. I said I favored it because I
thought there should be some type of
reorganization of the Maritime Com-
mission. He said he did not know too
much about the details, but he said “It
could not be any worse than it is. It
has got to be better.”

Mr, BREWSTER.
the Senator yield?

Mr. MAGNUSON. I yield.

Mr. BREWSTER. I wonder if the
Senator from Illinois realizes that the
construction subsidies, which represent
the point which has been raised, are
still left under the control of the Com-
mission? The route subsidies are the
ones that are transferred to the Secre-
tary of Commerce. Before the Senator
from Illinois cameé into the Chamber, I
pointed out that the difficulty had been
respecting construction, not routes.
But the construction is what is left in
the Commission. The routes are taken
from the Commission. That is not the
way to remedy the situation.

Mr. MAGNUSON. I have only a lit-
tle time left. Of course, I think the
Senator from Maine is somewhat un-
justly alarmed over the question of
trade routes. I can appreciate the im-
portance of the establishment of routes
in many other industries such as rail-
roads and airlines. It becomes impor-
tant to them where the routes are fo be
established, The air is free, and traffic
can go anywhere. Sea routes, maritime
routes, are not established so much by
what people want. They are established
on the basis of geography of the area,
on the basis of long years of world trade,
even as far back as to the days of the
Phoenicians. Even though the Secre-
tary of Commerce may have some pre-
conceived special personal idea regard-
ing a trade route, 98 percent of the
trade routes that exist today are deter-
mined to be essential trade routes to
the maritime industry of this country,
and they are always going to be such es-
sential trade routes. The Senator from
Maine knows we are running into the
problem of what we call cross trades and
tramp shipping on outside routes, and
not the normal trade routes. I hope
that may be subject for discussion by the
commitiee next week,

The Senator from Illinois discussed
the Maritime Board. It will be an in-
dependent board. I have no idea of
who will be on it. I do not know whether
three members of the present Maritime
Commission will be moved to constitute
that board, or whether a new board will
be established. I know that if this plan
is adopted, the result will be to do away
with much of the present inefficiency
of the Maritime Commission, and to
straighten out many of the complex
tangles and knots which the citizens

Mr. President, will
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committee I s said exist in the Mari-
time Commission. Unless we take this
step, Mr. President, I am afraid the
American flag will gradually disappear
from the seas.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr, President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. MAGNUSON. I yield.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Is the Senator from
Washington aware of a report which has
been issued today by a subcommittee of
the House Committee on Expenditures
in the Executive Departments? On page
9 of that report, where the subcommittee
deals, not with the subject of construc-
tion subsidies, but rather with the operat-
ing-differential subsidies, the subcommit-
tee—page 9—quotes from a report of the
General Accounting Office, as follows:

That analysis reveals that the calculatians
supporting the proved rates contain so many
errors and omissions as to render the re-
sults totally unreliable.

And the subcommittee itself later ob-
serves on the same page that—

The admission of lack of the observance
of such criteria in the past is indicative of
maladministration.

This shows that there has been weak-
ness on the part of the Maritime Com-
mission not only with the construction
subsidies but also with the operating sub-
sidies.

Mr. MAGNUSON. Yes,

Of course, I wish to say to the Senator
from Illinois that the arguments which
have been occurring between the Gen-
eral Accounting Office and the Maritime
Commission have not been in regard to
the basic approach of the Maritime Act
or in opposition to the theory that we
must keep the American merchant ma-
rine alive by having operating subsidies
as well as construction subsidies, which
of course are needed because of the
greater costs of construction in United
States shipyards. On the confrary, the
argument which the General Accounting
Office has had has been over the poor
administration and inefficiency, and in
some cases the argument has been over
the legal interpretation of the provisions
of the Maritime Act which establish sub-
sidies.

The General Accounting Office has said
that it believes in the operating subsi-
dies, but it raises questions as to how such
subsidies are being applied to certain
shipping lines, and also raises question
about certain alleged discrepancies, and
so forth.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield for a further question?

Mr. MAGNUSON. I yield.

Mr. DOUGLAS. I should like to ask
the Senator from Washington if it is not
true that the subcommittee of the House
Committee on Expenditures in the Exec-
utive Departments, in its report to which
I have referred—the report having been
issued only today—indicates that in all
probability the operating differentials
which were granted were much higher
than they should have been, and that the
General Accounting Office indicated—
page 10—that the operating-differential
subsidy, instead of being 45.89, should
have been 26.74.
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I wonder whether this agrees with the
judgment of the Senator from Washing-
ton?

Mr. MAGNUSON. I do not know
about the specific matter the subcom-
mittee is discussing at that point in the
report, but certainly my experience has
been that there have been a great many
discussions and difficulties and ‘argu-
ments between the General Accounting
Office and the Maritime Commission in
regard to the subsidies and who is to
receive them and the administration of
the Maritime Act. That act is a good
one, of course. However, the result has
been that the American flag has been
rapidly disappearing from the seas.

Therefore, Mr. President, this reorgan-
jzation plan should be adopted and
should go into effect, because by means
of it we expect to obtain efficiency in the
administration of our maritime affairs.

I think the matter is well set forth in
the statement by General Fleming, who,
of course, under this reorganization plan,
if it goes into effect, will be removed
from his present position as Chairman
of the Maritime Commission. Of course,
once the plan goes into effect I do not
know whether he will be appointed to the
board under the Secretary of Com-
merce; but certainly the adoption of this
plan will result in removing his present
authority as Chairman of the Maritime
Commission. Nevertheless, he says—as
pointed out by the Senator from
Maine—that under the plan the new
Board will determine the policy, with the
exception of the trade routes. In other
words, all other policies will be deter-
mined independently by the Maritime
Board.

In other words, Mr. President, under
this reorganization plan the new Mari-
time Board will administer all the func-
tions under the provisions of the 1936
Maritime Act, other than the so-called
housekeeping functions, which will be
handled under the Secretary of
Commerce.

Other than the housekeeping matters,
so-called, all other matters will be ad-
ministered by the independent Maritime
Board, to consist of three members,
rather than five. Experience has proved
that five members are too many, because
the present Maritime Commission, com-
posed of five members, has demonstrated
that it is entirely incompetent to handle
all the complex details relating to our
maritime affairs. I have known of times
when there would be so many personal
feuds going on between the five members
of the Maritime Commission that they
could not even have a meeting at which
to determine policy. I have known other
times when some of the members of the
Maritime Commission would be in one
plate, and other members would be at
another place, with the result that it
was impossible for the Commission to
have a quorum present at its meetings.

I have known of cases which the Mari-
time Commission has taken not only
months but years to decide. Certainly,
Mr. President, reasonably prompt and
proper decisions on such matters are
essential in the complex postwar read-
justment of the maritime affairs of the
United States.
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The reorganization plan now proposed
will, when adopted, result in greater
efficiency. Even the Chairman of the
Maritime Commission himself admits
that to be so.

Under this plan, the Board will estab-
lish the policies. Then the Secretary of
Commerce, through his organization,
will take care of the housekeeping func-
tions, so to speak, and will do the ad-
ministrative work. Under this plan, the
Secretary of Commerce will use most of
the experts now serving in the Maritime
Commission, those who know about
maritime matters. However, the net re-
sult should be a smaller number of em-
ployees, as compared with the present
employees of the Maritime Commission.

Mr. President, I think this plan is a
good one, and I think it is highly desir-
able that it go into effect. Certainly our
maritime affairs could not be handled
any worse than they have been handled.

The fact that the administration of
certain matters pertaining to our mari-
time affairs once was removed from the
Secretary of Commerce, has no bearing
on the present issue at all. That action
was taken in 1933, at the time when the
Congress did a good job in discrediting
what are known as the ocean mail
subsidies.

However, no one has attempted to dis-
credit the purposes of the 1936 act, which
will not be changed one iota by the
adoption of this reorganization plan.
After all, that act is a good one. When
it is administered properly, we shall have
an adequate merchant marine, operated
on a most efficient basis, and at the
smallest possible cost.

Of course, Mr. President, we shall have
to pay subsidies. As the Senator from
Illinois has pointed out, there is a great
deal of argument about subsidies, not in
regard to the basic prineciple and phi-
losophy behind paying them, but in re-
gard to the amount of the subsidies and
contracts. As we know, for a long time
the General Accounting Office and the
Maritime Commission have disagreed
about subsidies, including the ship con=-
struction subsidies.

The truth of the matter is that we
must have efficient administration of
both the operating subsidies and the con-
struction subsidies, so that the adminis-
tration of those matters will meet with
the approval of the people. Otherwise
we shall not have an American merchant
marine,

In fact, Mr. President, it should be
pointed out that today there are only
seven ships under construction in the
United States. On the contrary, practi-
cally all the European shipyards are
humming with activity., Similarly, ship
repair in United States shipyards is vir=-
tually down to the zero level.

Obviously we must have good adminis-
tration of our maritime affairs, for
our people will not be willing to have
shipping subsidies paid unless they are
satisfied that the subsidies and the ac-
tivities to which they relate are being
properly administered.

Certainly the investigation conducted
by the Hoover Commission and the in-
vestigations conducted by other agen-
cies show that if our maritime activities
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are to be carried on in accordance with
the real purpose, the good and sound
purpose, of the 1936 Maritime Act, and
in such a way that we shall have a sound
and adequate merchant marine, they
must be administered in the most effi-
cient way possible, whereas, of course,
the record shows that that has not been
the case during the 4 or 5 years of the
postwar period.

Mr, President, the Senator from Maine
is concerned about the matter of ship-
ping routes, which, under the plan, are
to be determined by the Secretary of
Commerce. Obviously, that is a change
which the plan will make from the sys-
tem now in existence, However, I think
the Senator from Maine is unduly
slarmed about that matter, when we
consider the advantages to be obtained
from good administration of the Mari-
time Act. I repeat that all of us agree
that only by good administration can we
expect to have our maritime problems
handled properly. It seems to me that
the advantages of such good administra-

. tion far outweigh anything else, and that
the question of who will select the ship-
ping routes is one of minor’ considera-
tion. Even if the power to select the
shipping routes is given to the Secretary
of Commerce, I cannot conceive that he
will do a poorer job than the Maritime
Commission itself has been doing. How-
ever, the matter is not particularly im-
portant, because those routes already
have been established.

The important change to be made un-
der this reorganization plan, as it relates
to the shipping activities of the United
States, is the creation of the independ-
ent Board of three members who will
award the contracts, decide on the de-
tails, and make all the other many deter-
minations, as the Senator from Maine
knows, required to be made in the case
of shipping contracts.

I know of nothing that becomes more
complicated than maritime contracts. I
therefore think this is a good plan. I
think it is a step in the right direction.
I think it is going to make a much
healthier condition not only in the mari-
time. industry but in the minds of the
people whose faith has been somewhat
shaken in the administration of our
maritime laws and as to how shipping
subsidies should be paid, and as to whom
they should be paid.

The Secretary of Commerce, in a letter
dated May 9, addressed to the distin-
guished chairman of the Committee on
Expenditures in the Executive Depart-
ments, the Senator from Arkansas [Mr,
McCLELLAN], explained why this is dif-
ferent from the 1936 act. I entirely
agree with him, and I want to read mere-
1y the last paragraph of his letter:

As I see it the present situation is in no
way comparable to that prevalling in 1833,
In the first place, the discredited Mall Subsidy
Act has been replaced by the vastly improved
Merchant Marine Act of 1936. Secondly,
there is now general agreement on shipping
policy which was certainly not the case In
1933. In the third place, the industry itself
is now in a far healthier financial position.
Finally, the Department itself, as the result
of recent developments, is in a better posi=
tlon to assume transportatlon responsibilli-
ties such as those provided by plan No. 21,
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As I said before, we have been investi-
gating the maritime problem for almost
6 weeks. We have had hearings con-
stantly, at least 3 or 4 days of every week,
going into all phases of the problem. We
have had a very efficient staff at work.
‘We hope to make a report on the mari-
time situation within the next week or
10 days, and to ask the Congress to pass
on perhaps 14 or 15 bills involving the
maritime industry, and relating to many
matters, This plan becomes a part of
the over-all approach and the attempt
on the part of those of us who are in-
terested in the maritime to straighten
out some of these things, not only the
administration of the Maritime Commis-
sion, but also some of the problems which
are inherent in a postwar readjustment,
so we may have an adequate merchant
marine, .

Regardless of what some professor may
say, who might be in the Department of
Commerce, the American people want a
merchant marine,
plan that we have for the maintenance
of an adequate merchant marine to be
discredited through poor administration.
The American people will then lose faith
in this matter, a faith of which they do
not now have too much. I refer to faith
in subsidies. But subsidies for the Amer-
ican merchant marine are far more justi-
fiable than are subsidies for any other
one thing, because they deal directly
with low-cost foreign competition. We
learned a sad lesson in the recent world
war through letting our merchant ma-
rine deteriorate because of conditions of
this sort, I may say to the Senator from
Illinois, notably the discrediting of the
administration of maritime affairs and
of the policy with respect to ocean-mail
subsidies,

Our merchant marine went off the seas
between the 1920’s and the 1930's, where-
as had we had the wise policy of the
1936 act in effect at that time, the situa-
tion would have been different. That
act did not take effect until 1938 or 1939,
Had we had its wise policy in the 1920's
and had we paid certain subsidies, and
had they been administered properly, as
we are here trying to provide, and had
they been taken away from the Com-
mission, we would have saved billions of
dollars. It cost us almost $59,000,000,~
000 to rebuild our merchant marine, be-
gguse we let it go completely to pot in the

20’s.

I think this plan is a step in the right
direction. Of course, one may quibble
about certain things, But I do not see
how it will ever be possible to reorganize
the Government if everyone is going to
worry about whether every “i” is dotted
and every “i” crossed. No one can de-
vise a plan that will be acceptable to
everyone. There would still be those
who would say, “Oh, this may happen to
us,” and “We fear that this might affect
the ICC, or the Federal Trade Commis-
sion, or some other independent com-
mission in the same way.” Mr. Presi-
dent, if it does, let us meet that situation
when we reach it.

No one has testified against this plan—
that is, no one from the shipping inter-
ests, no one from the maritime labor in-
terests, no one from the allied maritime

We do not want the-
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industry. The only people who have
testified against it have been those who
are afraid that if this is done to the
Maritime Commission, it may be done
to some other commission in which they
are employed. Mr. President, if it should
be done to them, let us do it to them, but
let us meet that problem when we
reach it.

Mr. President, we are never going to
reorganize the Government if we under-
take to raise hobgoblins as to what might
happen as a result of the one thing we
propose to do. I think we can take those
things into consideration, but if we con-
sider the American merchant marine by
itself and forget about the other things,
I say this is a good plan. In general, it
follows the Hoover report. The Hoover
report did not specify many of the de-
tails, because naturally complex prob-
lems are involved,

This recommendation meets with the
approval of the Maritime Commission it-
self. It meets with the approval of most
of the people in the shipping industry
with whom I have talked, both labor and
shipping operators, I know they oppose
certain details, They perhaps think this
thing should not be done, or that. But
this can only result in something better
than what we have.

I hope the Senate will not reject this
plan. To those who give lip service to
the Hoover Commission’s report, and
who profess to believe in reorganization,
I say here is a chance to do something
toward a more efficient administration,
not only of the subsidies which the tax-
payers pay, but a more efficient admin-
istration of the basic concepts and basic
approaches of the 1936 Maritime Act.
We must do something like this. We
cannot continue to stumble along as we
have in the past 2 years and expect to
maintain an adequate merchant marine.

Mr. BREWSTER. Mr. President, I
yield 5 minutes to the junior Senator
from Washington [Mr, CaN],

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
junior Senator from Washington is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. CAIN. Mr. President, my col-
league, the senior Senator from Wash-
ington, is of the considered opinion and
view that Reorganization Plan No. 21 is
a good one. The junior Senator from
Washington dissents most vigorously
from that point of view. I have just been
reading with real interest the reasons for
objection to the approval of Reorganiza-
tion Plan No. 21, as set forth clearly in
the report which accompanied Senate
Resolution 265. This report has, as of
only this morning, come to the desks of
Senators. Because of the limitation of
time, I should simply like to state the
seven main contentions of the opponents
of Reorganization Plan No. 21, and to say
that I am in support of these reasons of
opposition.

I have yet another reason for seriously
objecting to Reorganization Plan No. 21.
I am not definitely certain that the state-
ment is a correct one, but the statement
has recently been made by a number of
people interested in the merchant ma-
rine throughout this country that Reor-
ganization Plan No. 21, if it is approved
by the Congress, will be likely to result in
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the placing on the beach of additional
thousands of American seamen in the
years immediately ahead. I think it
would be unwise for this body to take
action, in the face of that uncertainty,
until the uncertainty has been concretely
resolved and done away with.

According to the commiitee report,
the testimony in favor of the resolution
of disapproval, and in opposition to the
plan, developed the following seven
points:

1. The plan would set a pattern of policy
which is regarded as a highly objectionable
innovation of the general transportation poli-
cies of the country.

2. The proposal revives in substance an ad-
ministrative procedure previously tried in the
early thirties, but which failed to achleve the
national objective of promoting the mer-
chant marine, as a result of which the Mer-
chant Marine Act of 1936 was passed, creating
an independent agency for #hat purpose.

3. If drastic changes are required in the
Maritime Commission, and in the act of
1936, such changes should be initiated and
accomplished through legislative channels,
with adequate opportunity afforded for full
hearings, and not by Executive order or by a
reorganization plan.

4. It is not possible or practical to separate
completely regulatory and promotional func-
tions relating to a method of transportation
such as the merchant marine,

5. The effect of submerging the adminis-
trative functions of the Maritime Commis-
sion in a department of the executive branch,
already vested with broad responsibility and
varied activities, is to relegate the problems
of the merchant marine further down the
line and remove those immedlately in charge
from any direct contact with the Congress or
the Executive, except through the proposed
Under Secretary and the Secretary, either or
both of whom may have no direct knowledge
or familiarity with technical maritime af-
fairs.

6. There is no evidence whatsoever that
consolidation necessarily means economy in
Government operations. Neither is there any
indication or assurance that the proposed
transfer will result in aggressive, construc-
tive action in the administration of mer-
chant-marine affairs. On the contrary, there
is every indication that history will repeat it-
self and the Government may find itself in
the same position as it was in 1923.

7. The members of the Maritime Board,
and particularly the Chairman, would be not
only politically appointed, but would have to
be politically minded. There would be no
vestige of Independence such as the Con-
gress has sought to provide for the regula-
tory agencies which it created beginning with
the Interstate Commerce Commission.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
time of thé Senator has expired,

Mr. CAIN. I appreciate the indul-
gence of the Senator from Maine.

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent to have placed in
the body of the Recorp statements which
I prepared on Reorganization Plan No.
21; also a letter addressed to the Honor-
able Charles Sawyer by myself, and his
reply to my letter; also a letter written
by the Secretary of Commerce to the
chairman of the Committee on Expendi-
tures in Executive Departments.

There being no objection, the matters
were ordered to be printed in the REcorbp,
as follows:

ETATEMENT BY SENATOR WARREN G. MAGNUSON
ON REORGANIZATION Praw 21

I have been very much interested in Re-

organization Plan 21, in view of the fact that

The
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I am chairman of the subcommittee of the
Senate Committee on Interstate and Forelgn
Commerce which has been conducting an ex-
tensive study and investigation of maritime
affairs generally, and operations under the
Merchant Marine Act, 1936, in particular.
In order to clarify some ambiguities with
regard to the plan, I requested the views of
the Secretary of Commerce by letter of April

5, 1950, and recelved a reply dated April 14,

19560. I request permission to have coples
of these communications inserted in the
Recorp at the end of my remarks, together
with a copy of a supporting statement on
plan 21 which I submitted to the Senate
Committee on Executive Expenditures.

I support the plan with the following
understanding of its legal significance. I
bealieve it 1s desirable to set forth for the
record this understanding, in order that the
record may clear up any ambiguities or mis-
understandings as to the legal consequences
which will follow the adoption of the plan:

1. The plan dces not change either the
policy or the substance of the Merchant
Marine Act of 1936, The plan merely trans-
fers certain functions under the act from
the present Maritime Commission to the new
Maritime Board and the Secretary of Com-
merce, I understand that there is no intent
to change the substantive law established by
the 1936 act, especially the subsidy provi-
sions. Obviously, a change in substantive
law can be accomplished only by legislative,
not by executive, action.

2. The 1936 act establishes the policy that
the United States shall have a merchant
marine sufficient to carry a substantial por-
tion ¢f the foreign commerce of the United
States. The term “substantial portion” has
been understood and uniformly construed by
Congress to mean a 50-percent participation
in the foreign trade. This does not neces-
earily require a 50-percent minimum in all
trade routes. In some routes participation
will be more and In others less, depending on
the circumstances, but the over-all minimum
target of 50 percent is firmly established by
the 1936 act. All actions of the Board or
the Secretary pursuant to the powers trans-
ferred under the act must conform to this
policy if they are to be valid.

3. It is my understanding from the lan-
guage of the plan, the President’s mefsage of
transmittal, and the BSecretary's letter of
April 14, 1950, that the new Maritime Board
will be absolutely free of interference from
the Secretary of Commerce in the handling
of regulatory matters, and will be subject
only to general guidance by the Secretary
on policy matters in handling subsidy appli-
cations. I understand that the term *“guid-
ance” has been used advisedly and that the
Eoard is not legally required to operate with-
in such general policies as the Secretary may
promulgate, but is required to give such con-
sideration as may be deemed appropriate to
such policlies in the administration of its
functions. It goes without saying that the
Board, in common with other executive
agencies and departments, should also seek
guidance from the Congress and the appro-
priate legislative committees.

The general policy guidance does not give
the Secretary the power to limit, alter,
modify, or review the actlons of the Board,
and the Board's determinations with respect
to grants of subsidy, particularly award of
operating subsidies under title VI of the 1936
act, are final and conclusive, subject only to
the possibility of Judicial review. As the
Becretary has stated in his letter, no action
taken by the Secretary under the authority
delegated to him will “affect the ability of
the Board to make final decisions with regard
to the making, awarding, and terminating of
individual subsidy contracts.” At another
point in his April 14 letter to me, the Secre-
tary states: “I should like to make it clear
that under the plan the Secretary has no
authority either to award a subsldy or to
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direct the action of the Board on a subsidy
application.”

4, Under the functions transferred to the
Secretary is the function of determining
trade-route patterns under section 211 (a)
and 211 (b) of the 1936 act. The determi-
nations of the Secretary with respect to such
trade-route patterns are included among the
matters on which the Secretary may wish
to establish general policies for the guidance
of the Board, but these policies are neces-
sarily general in nature, and are not, I under-
stand, intended to apply to or determine the
merits of any specific application for grant
of subsidy which may be under considera-
tion by the Board. Such matters are to be
finally and conclusively determined by the
Board in accordance with the provisions of
the 1936 act. While the Board, in making
such determinations, may consider the gen-
eral trade-route patterns established by the
Secretary under section 211, the Board is
free to make a decision on the merits, based
on the record before the Board, and is in no
sense controlled by the Secretary’s general
pattern established by section 211.

Section 211 determinations are purely
ex parte. Subsidy determinations are gen-
erally based on formal proceedings, with a
full record, reflecting current conditions and
future prospects, established by sworn testi-
mony. Obviously, Congress did not intend
that the trade-route patterns of sectlon 211,
which are in the nature of statements of
general Government objectives, should con-
trol in the bandling of specific applications
under title VI of the act, which in some
aspects at least are quasi-judicial in nature.
The last has not been so administered since
its enactment.

As I stated at the opening of my remarks,
substantive law is not changed by the reor-
ganization plan. The plan merely has the
effect of transferring certain of the func-
tions to the Secretary, and, since the section
211 determinations are general in scope, in-
volving to a large extent policy determina-
tions, it is appropriate that these functions
have been vested in the Secretary.

5. With respect to the functions trans-
ferred to the Secretary, I understand that
it is the intent of the plan that these func-
tions should be redelegated by the Secretary
to the Administrator, who should function
with at least the same degree of autonomy
and independence as the other transporta-
tion agencies within the Department of Com=
merce, such as the CAA, with full discretion
and responsibility and with a staff sufficient
in slze and scope fully and completely to
implement and discharge these responsi-
bilities.

6. Based on the above understanding, I be-
lieve the plan represents an improvement
over the present structure. Ihope that those
charged with the responsibility of adminis-
tering the functions transferred by the plan
will proceed with full vigor to arrest the
alarming decline in the American flag mer-
chant marine, with the objective, first, of
holding that portion of the foreign trade
which is now moving in American bottoms,
and second, to recapture sufficlent additional
trafilc to meet the objectives of the act, while
at the same time stimulating in every possi-
ble way a revival of the coastwise and inter-
coastal trade of the United States, which has
suffered such serious attrition and deterio-
ration.

STATEMENT OF SENATOR WARREN G. MAGNUSON,
CHAIRMAN OF THE SUBCOMMITTEE oN MER-
CHANT MARINE AND MARITIME MATTERS OF
THE INTERSTATE AND FOREIGN COMMERCE
COMMITTEE, ON REORGANIZATION PraN NoO,
21, May 11, 1850

Reorganization Plan No. 21 in its basic
concepts conforms to the recommendations
of the Hoover Commission. By divorcing the
regulatory functions of the Maritime Com-
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mission from s executive tasks of manag-
ing a huge business—two fundamentally dif=-
ferent types of functions requiring diffierent
types of organizations—the plan also con-
forms to the suggestions made in the reports
of the President's Advisory Committee on the
Merchant Marine and the Senate Committee
on Expenditures in Executive Departmeuts
(80th Cong.). In 1948, the Senate Commlit-
tee found:

“It 15 an anomaly that a regulatory com-
mission should also conduct the executive
function of managing a huge business; that
executive functions should be carried on by
an agency that is not subject to Presiden=-
tial direction.”

Although the plan departs in a small meas=
ure from the Hoover Commission recommens=
dations in abolishing the Maritime Commis-
sion and creating a new Maritime Board I be=
lieve this is not a defect. Considering the
strained relations of the Maritime Commis-
slon with Congress, the press, and the publie,
1 deemed this to be a salutary provision. At
first I was somewhat concerned this change
might operate to curtail the indeperdence
of the Maritime Board in the exercise of Its
regulatory functions. However, on further
study, I became convinced that the intent
and proper interpretation of the plan is to
preserve the independent status of the Board
in regulatory matters, With respect to the
authority of the Board in reaching decisions
regarding the making, altering, or terminat-
ing of subsidy contracts, I am of the opinion
that decisions of the Board will be reached
on the basis of the discretion vested in the
members and once arrived at will be final. I
am attaching hereto copies of an exchange of
letters with the Secretary of Commerce.

Some guestion has been raised relative to
the authority granted by the plan to the Sec-
retary of Commerce to determine the trade-
route pattern. Congress in the Merchant
Marine Act, 1936, and other shipping acts has
specifically directed that the trade routes es-
sential to serve the commerce of the United
States—and that means in all of our trades—
shall be established. The Secretary is bound
by these legislative mandates. He would be
derelict in'his duties if he were to disregard
the soundly declared policies of Congress.
It does not seem to me that he would aban-
don any of our essential trade routes. This
conclusion is confirmed by the Secretary's
statements in the letter already referred to.

Committees of Congress concerned with
supervision of the work of the Maritime Com-
missien agree that the present organization
has not lent itself to the proper administra-
tion of our shipping laws. From time to time
during the past several years, they have
sharply criticized the Maritime Commission.
The President’s Advisory Committee and the
Hoover Commission reached the same con-
clusions. Other agencies of the Government
have repeatedly pointed out the deficlencies
of the Maritime Commission,

In the light of the facts, I am satisfied that
Plan 21 will materially assist in correcting an
organizational and administrative situation
which is materially hampering the develop-
ment of our merchant marine. I know that
most of the shipping interests are with me In
volcing concern over the future of our na-
tional maritime policy. In my opinion, plan
21 is a constructive forward step.

Furthermore we should bear in mind that
Congress does not abdicate its legislative
powers by approving any reorganization plan.
We can always pass corrective legislation if
some particular aspect of a plan does not
work out as anticipated. As chairman of the
subcommittee having jurisdiction in this in-
stance, I assure you we will be most vigilant
in our scrutiny of the plan in actual opera-
tion.
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APriL 5, 1850,
Hon. CHARLES SAWYER,
Secretary of Commerce,
Department of Commerce,
. Washington, D, C.

My DEAR MR, SECRETARY: There Is now be-
fore Congress for approval Reorganization
Plan No. 21 of 1950 abolishing the Maritime
Commission and creating a Federal Maritime
Board and a Maritime Administration within
the Department of Commerce. It transfers
the regulatory functions of the Commission
to the newly created Board together with cer-
tain responsibilities with respect to making,
amending, and terminating subsidy con-
tracts. .

In the case of regulatory matters, the plan
provides the Board 'shall be independent of
the Secretary of Commerce.” Since it is not
clear from the languege used, particularly
when used in its context with other pro-
visions, whether the Board in the regulatory
field is to continue to be an independent arm
of Congress or whether it is to report to you
as Secretary and become a part of the execu-
tive branch, we will be pleased if you will give

us your interpretation of the prospective -

legal and factual status of the new Board.

The provisions relating to the subsidy au-
thority of the Board provide that the actions
of the Board in making, amending, and ter=-
minating subsidy contracts shall be final,
Your opinion as to the authority and respon-
sibility of the Board to make decisions on
subsidy contracts without prior consulta-
tion with, or direction from your department
or from other executive agencles is also so=-
licited.

Considering the fact that the general mar-
itime policy as set forth by Congress in the
several Maritime Acts is to be under your
guidance and administration, the Subcom-
mittee on Merchant Marine and Maritime
Matters of the Committee on Interstate and
Foreign Commerce is further interested in
having your full views relative to a program
for the development and protection of our
merchant marine. Your comments as to
plans for the future would be of great in-
terest to the committee. In this connection
an expression of your thinking of the part
which waterborne transportation has in the
development of a unifled and coordinated
Federal program for transportation will be
most helpful,

In view of the fact that the plan provides
for the post of an Under Secretary of Com-
merce for Transportation, a summary of
the respective duties to be assigned to and
the spheres of authority to be exercised by
yourself, the Under Secretary and the Mari-
time Administrator will be appreciated. A
statement of your contemplated general pol=
icy in this regard will be sufficient.

Because of the short time remalning be-
fore Congress must act on the proposal, it is
requested that your reply be given us on or
before April 15, 1950.

Your cooperation will be deeply appreci=
ated.

Sincerely,
WARREN G. MAGNUSON,
Chairman, Subcommitiee on Mer=
chant Marine eand Maritime Mat-
ters,

THE SECRETARY OF COMMERCE,
Wuashington, D. C., April 14, 1950.
Hon, WARREN G. MAGNUSON,

Chairman, Subcommitiee on Merchant
Marine and Maritime Matters, United
States Senate, Washington, D, C.

DeAr MR. CHAIRMAN: In your letter of April
b, 1950, you asked for my views on certain
aspects of the transfer of the functions of the
Maritime Commission under Reorganization
Plan No. 21 of 1950. This plan establishes &
Federal Maritime Board and a Maritime Ad-
ministration in the Department of Commerce.
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The Board would have two principal func-
tions: Regulatory powers relating generally
to rates and services, to agreements among
carriers, and to trade practices; and powers
to award subsidies for the construction and
operation of ships. The other functions now
lodged in the Maritime Commission would
be transferred to the Secretary of Commerce,
subject to delegation to the Maritime Admin-
istrator, who would also be the Chairman of
the Board.

In the exercise of its regulatory powers
over rates and services, over agreements be-
tween carriers, and over trade practices, the
Board would, under section 106 of the plan,
be independent of the Secretary of Commerce
and would be free to report directly to the
Congress. The present independence of deci=
sion enjoyed by the Maritime Commission
would, therefore, in all respects be continued
in the Board, with respect to these guasi-
legislative or guasi-judicial regulatory func-
tions.

If, in the exercise of these functions, the
Board should wish to avail itself of any of the
facilities of the Department, I should of
course be glad to see that the Board is ac-
corded full cooperation. However, such co-
operation would not, in my opinion, interfere
with the Independence of the Board in the
exercise of its regulatory functions. On the
contrary, the decisions of the Board on regu-
latory matters would be made with complete
independence, on the basis of the facts before
the Board, subject only to court review. Its
consideration of regulatory problems would
not be subject to supervision or control by
the Department, and its decisions would not
be subject to review, or approval, or reversal
by the Secretary or the Department. This
method of operation has been found satisfac-
tory in the case of the CAB, and I foresee no
difficulty in applying the same principle to
the regulatory functions of the Federal Mari-
time Board.

In the exercise of the powers with respect
to the award of subsidies which are dele-
gated to the Board by the plan, the Board
is to be guided by the general policies of the
Secretary of Commerce, under section 108 of
the plan, but its actions with respect to mak-
ing, amending, and terminating subsidy con-
tracts under section 105 (1) are to be final,

This aspect of the plan appears to me to be
both appropriate and practicable, This ar-
rangement facilitates and insures coordinat-
ing the subsidy program with the programs
and general policies of the executive branch
relating to national defense and the national
transportation program. At the same time
it leaves to the independent judgment of the
Board the determination of the individual
concerns which are to receive the subsidy
contracts and the amounts of the individual
subsidies.

I should like to make it clear that under
the plan the Secretary has no authority
either to award a subsidy or to direct the
action of the Board on a subsidy application,

Here, again, I would expect full cooperation
between the Board and the Department: The
Department will need the views of the Board
in establishing general policies for the sub-
eldy program to insure that the general poli-
cies will be workable and realistic; the Board
may, on occasion, wish the views of the
Department with respect to the application
of the general policies.

Cooperation and consultation of this sort
need not, and I am convinced will not, affect
the ability of the Board to make final deci-
sions with respect to making, awarding, and
terminating individual subsidy contracts—
decisions which will not, under the plan, be
subject to review or reversal by the Secretary.
* Under the plan, the Federal Maritime
Board is to be an agency within the Depart-
ment of Commerce. This status dues not,
in my view, give the Secretary or Department
any authority over the regulatory functions
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which the Board is to exercise independently;
nor does it give the Secretary or the Depart=
ment authority to alter or reverse the actions
of the Board with respect to those subsidy
functions as to which its actions are final.

In your letter you also inquired about my
views as to the development and protection
of our merchant marine.

I am convinced of the importance of the
American merchant marine, and I shall sup-
port appropriate measures in the interest of
providing a strong, healthy industry. The
United States must have a domestic fieet ade-
quate to meet its commercial needs. In the
interest of our national security and foreign
commerce, we must also have a substantial
foreign-trade fleet. Operating shipyards with
trained manpower for the construction and
maintenance of the merchant fleet are an
integral part of a vigorous and up-to-date
merchant marine.

At the present time I am not prepared to
make any proposals for fundamental revi-
sions of the basic shipping legislation. I pro-
pose, if the plan takes effect, to make a
thorough review of the present merchant-
marine program, and if it appears from this
review that changes in legislation would
msake the program more effective, I would
submit for congressional consideration
recommendations for appropriate changes in
the present laws.

Until careful studies have been made it
would not be possible to indicate the pre-
cise place which promotion of the merchant
marine should have in an over-all Federal
program for transportation. As I indicated
in my report to the President, I am strongly
in favor of the national transportation policy
set forth in the Transportation Act of 1940,
which provides for the recognition and pres-
ervation of the inherent advantage of each
form of transportation and the promotion
of safe, adequate, economical, and efficlent
service as well as the fostering of sound eco-
nomic conditions in the fleld of transpor-
tation. I am convinced that adherence to
this policy in domestic transportation will
result in a flourishing domestic fleet avail-
able for use by the commerce of the United
States. I also recognize that, because of our
higher costs, subsidies are necessary for mer-
chant shipping operating in international
trade, if we are to remaln a major shipping
power and if our merchant fleet is to make an
adequate contribution to national defense.

Your letter also inquired as to the general
policy contemplated as regards the respec-
tive spheres of authority of the proposed
Maritime Administrator, the Under Secre-
tary for Transportation, and myself.

The Maritime Administrator would be re-
spongible for the operations of his agency
and would be vested with suitable authority
to fulfill that responsibility. While the De-
partment adherence to certain ad-
ministrative standards and practices in the
interests of economy and progressive man-
agement, it is my policy to give operating
bureaus wide operating latitude. This
policy would apply to the Maritime Admin-
istration, in conformance with the admin-
istrative pattern of the Department prevail-
ing with respect to the Bureau of Publie
Roads, Civil Aeronautics Administration, and
other major agencies.

As in tle case of the other bureau heads,
the Maritime Administrator would be ulti-
mately responsible to me as Secretary. The
proposed Under Secretary for Transportation
would act as my deputy with respect to the
programs and activities embraced within
the proposed Maritime Administration, Bu-
reau of Public Roads, Civil Aeronautics Ad-
ministration, and the Inland Waterways Cor-
poration. It would be the responsibility of
the Under Secretary for Transportation to
exercise general policy supervision on my
behalf over all transportation activities in
the Department and to assure program con-
sistency among these several transportation
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agencies. He would play a major role in de-
veloping & coherent over-all transportation
policy and in assuring the effective admin-
istration of those transportation activities
lodged in the Department. . My x
If there is any further information which
you would like me to supply, please let me
know.
Bincerely yours,
SAWYER,
Secretary of Commerce.

Max 9, 1950.
Hon. JorN L. McCLELLAN,
Chairman, Committee on Expenditures

in the Ezecutive Depariments,
United States Senate, Washington,
D. C.

DEAR SENaTOR McCLELLAN: During the
course of my testimony before your commit-
tee yesterday, May 8, in behalf of the Presi-
dent's Reorganization Plan No. 21, you
suggested that I might wish to address some
additional information to the committee
covering that period in which the Govern-
ment's maritime functions were located in

-the Department of Commerce,

In my prepared statement under the gen-
eral heading “Organizational and statutory
background” on page 2, I set forth briefly
what occurred during the period from 1933
to 1936. The pertinent part reads as fol-
lows, with the especlally significant parts
underlined:

“By 1033 Congress had become seriously
dissatisfied with the maritime situation gen.
erally, with the administration of the Gov-
ernment's maritime activities, and particul-
larly with the malil-contract payments sys-
tem. A Benate investigation of the mail-
contract form of subsidy was conducted dur-
ing the last part of 1933 and the first part
of 1934, Its report, issued in May 1835, and
several other investigatorial reports about the
same time criticized severely the Govern-
ment’s maritime policies and practices pre-
valling in the early thirties. In 1933, the
President issued Executive Order 6166 which,
among other things, abolished the Board and
transferred all its functions to the Depart-
ment of Commerce. This transfer was made
necessary by the chaotic situation wherein
an inherently poor act was being admin-
istered poorly. The transfer was not de-
signed as a final solution, but rather an a
temporary expedient until permanent legis-
lation could be passed. It was hoped some
economies also might result. The new or-
ganization in the Department was known as
the United States Shipping Board Bureau.
The Fleet Corporation was also transferred
to the Department. The 3-year life of the
Shipping Board Bureau coincides with the
period of congressional investigations and
active legislative consideration. The reports
of these investigations and of the standing
committees which formulated the Merchant
Marine Act of 1936 directed their criticisms
at the defects in the existing legislation and
at the administrative deficiencies of the
agencies which preceded the Shipping Board
Bureau.”

The period prior to passage of the Mer-
chant Marine Act of 1936 was a low period for
the merchant marine industry and perhaps
for the Government's maritime programs.
This fact, however, was primarily the result
of the discrediting of the mail-contract sub-
sidy system of the act of 1928. As indi-
cated above, the administration of this act
by the independent United States Shipping
Board had reached such a chaotlc status by
1933 that the President found It necessary
to make some kind of immediate administra-
tive change pending congressional action.
As I understand it, the Department of Com-
merce suddenly found itself the unwilling
recipient of an already seriously aggravated
administrative problem. In addition, the
Department was confronted with many prob-
lems over which it had no control—for ex-
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ample, the outstanding long-term mail sub-
sidy contracts. In view of this situation,
plus the sharply critical investigations in
progress and the active congressional de-
bating of the Government's basic maritime
policies, it was inevitable that the industry
and the Government's program should re-
main in a state of flux. I understand that
despite this most unsatisfactory general sit-
uation, the Shipping Board Bureau within
the Department of Commerce cooperated
closely with Congress and succeeded in amel-
iorating a number of the problems it in-
herited. Particularly I understand the Bu-
reau made a good record in collecting pay-
ments from the numerous firms that were
then in default in their obligations to the
Government.

I am informed that in the hearings of the
Black Committee and in its report issued in
May 1935, no criticisms were made of the
Shipping Board Bureau or its administration.
Similarly, I understand, in the hearings and
reports of the standing committees of Con-
gress which formulated the Merchant Ma-
rine Act of 1936, no criticisms were leveled at
the Shipping Board Bureau. The Merchant
Marine Act of 1936 primarily represented a
change in the fundamental subsidy policy
of the Government rather than a refiection
on the administrative competence of the
Shipping Board Bureau. It seems entirely
clear that this act, or one very much like it,
would have been passed whether or not the
Government’s maritime functions, includ-
ing regulatory activities, had been placed in
the Department of Commerce.

-As I see it the present situation is in no
way comparable to that prevailing in 1933.
In the first place, the discredited Mail Sub-
sidy Act has been replaced by the vastly im=-
proved Merchant Marine Act of 1936. Sec-
ondly, there is now general agreement on
shipping policy which was certainly not the
case in 1933. In the third place, the indus-
try itself is now in a far healthier financial
position. Finally, the Department itself, as
the result of recent developments, in is a
better position to assume transportation re-
sponeibilities such as those provided by
plan No. 21. i

Sincerely yours,
CHARLES SAWYER,
Secretary of Commerce.

Mr, HUMPHREY. Mr, President, the
Senator from Minnesota would like to
know how much time remains.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Four
minutes.

Mr. HUMPFHREY. Mr, President, in
the remaining 4 minutes .it is only nec-
essary to make a very brief summary of
the case presented so concisely and con-
vincingly by the Senator from Wash-
ington [(Mr. MacnusoN]. The Senator
pointed out that on three different oc-
casions the Maritime Commission has
been subject to what might be called in-
tensive and exhaustive investigation.
The most recent investigation of the ac-
tivities of that commission was cited by
the Senator from Illinois [Mr. Doucrasl.

I think it is very important that the
Members of the Senate should be aware
of some of the general language in con-
nection with the recent investigation.
For example, in the report of the House
subcommittee of the Committee on Ex-
penditures in the Executive Depart-
ments, in reference to the operations of
the Maritime Commission, we find on
page 11 the following statement:

The record of hearings on these sales
points up sharply administrative delays in
making determinations, poor record keeping,
delays in billing and collecting.
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That points up part of the general
administrative confusion.

On page 12 of the same report, in very
devastating language, Mr. President, the
committee has this to say:

No satisfactory explanation for long de-
lays is apparent in the record of the hearings,
and your subcommittee consliders this sub-
ject to be another example of the general
administrative inadequacy pervading the
Commission.

Because of the limitation of time I
merely cite the report from the House
Committee on Expenditures in the Ex-
ecutive Departments, and say that it is
filled with the inadequacies and the
weaknesses of the administrative pro-
cedures and practices of the Maritime
Commission.

It is important to note that the wit-
nesses who testified before the Senate
Committee on Expenditures in the Ex-
ecutive Departments, of which I am a
member, represented those interests
which were involved in the shipping in-
dustry, and, on the other hand, they
represented interests primarily con-
cerned with sound public administra-
tion. Mr. Robert McCormick, represent=-
ing the Citizens Committee on the Hoo-
ver Report, testified that Reorganization
Plan No. 21 was analyzed by the com-
mittee and it was believed the plan
offered a workable solution to the com-
plex administrative situation. It should
also be noted that insofar as the sepa-
ration of functions of the Commission,
as provided under the plan, is concerned,
it keeps within the specific requirements
of the recommendations of the Hoover
Commission.

There is plenty of evidence on hand to
show that there is hardly an agency in
the Government that has failed in ifs
responsibilities quite so much as has
the Maritime Commission. I believe its
failure is not due to the men serving
on the Commission; I believe they want
to do a good job; but the sad fact is
that because of the administrative or-
ganization of the agency it is utterly im-
possible to do a good job.

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. HUMPHREY. I yield,

Mr. DOUGLAS. Is it not true that,
while the reports of the House Commit-
tee on Expenditures in the Government
Departments have been unsparing in
their criticism of a greal many members
of the Commission, they have also spe-
cifically pointed out that Commissioner
McKeough has consistently fought to
defend the public interest and to keep
the subsidies within bounds?

Mr. HUMPHREY. I think the report
is very clear, insofar as Commissioner
McEKeough is concerned, that he is
working in behalf of the public interest.
One of the real reasons why there is a
fieht against the plan is because of the
language of the plan. It provides that
the subsidy policies shall be determined
by the Secretary of Commerce. It is
exactly for this reason that some of the
shipping interests, joined by their rail-
road brethren, have determined they are
going to fight the plan because the Sec-
retary of Commerce has the right to set
the general policy of subsidies. That
means it will be a matter of public no-
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tice. The American people will, at long
last, find out where the money is going
and what is the subsidy policy. Up to
this time it has been sort of a Mexican-
bean game. At just about the time we
find out where the subsidy will go, they
shift the beans. The general policy of
subsidization will be made a matter of
publie record.

As a member of the Committee on Ex-
penditures in the Government Depart-
ments I took note of the fact that there
seemed to be a good deal of cooperation
on the part of the shipping interests and
the railroads in fighting plan No. T,
which pertains to the Interstate Com-
merce Commission. Ordinarily the rail-
roads of the country and the steamship
lines are at each other’s throats. There
is a constant fight between them. But
as to plan 21 I notice a love feast.
Whenever there is a plan before us
which is going to work in the public in-
terest, we find every special interest in
America lining up against it.

Mr. President, I hope the resolution
will be rejected and that the plan as
submitted by the President will be ac-
cepted in the public interest.

Mr. BREWSTER. Mr. President, I
should like to have the attention of the
Senator from Illinois. I should like to
instruct him——

Mr. DOUGLAS. Mr. President, may I
say I am always delichted to be in-
structed by the distinguished Senator
from Maine.

Mr. BREWSTER. I have listened to
the Senator’s able remarks. I recall
that in San Francisco there is a little
cemetery in which the most handsome

monument erected is to the memory of*

a man who was lynched by mistake.
The lynchers erected a monument ex-
pressing their great regret, although
there was nothing they could do about
it. I am sure the Senator from Illinois
is not in sympathy with a procedure of
that character, although much of his
discussion and that of the Senator from
Washington [Mr. Macnuson] lends it-
self to such a construction.

In the first place, the Senator from
Illinois lauds the services of Commis-
sioner McKeough. I share in that con-
fidence and support, and I should like
to point out to the Senator that Com-
missioner McEKeough was not satisfied
with the letter sent by the other mem-
bers of the Commission supporting this
plan. He wrote a report of, I believe,
52 pages, pointing out the utter impos-
sibility of making any such program
work and stating how firmly he was
opposed to it. So far as Commissioner
McEeough is concerned, I gather the
Senator from Illinois would have respect
for his opinion, and would desire that
his policies should continue.

The other curious thing is that the
Chairman of the Commission, within the
past 7 months has been given the admin-
istrative responsibility recommended by
the Hoover Commission. In order to
bring about a better functioning of the
Board, in accordance with several plans
that have been advanced, he has been
given those powers and he has had them
for about 7 months. It is our hope that
in that period great progress has been
made. I wish to point out further to
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the Senator from Illinois and the Sen-
ator from Washington that all the criti-
cisms are concerned with the report of
the General Accounting Office on the
fiscal years 1948 and 1949, before Gen-
eral Fleming had even taken office as
Chairman and before he was associated
with the powers which he is permitted
to exercise. Therefore, to go forward
and condemn the Commission as now
constituted, with the powers now exer-
cised by the Chairman, with a possibility
of achieving the efficiency which is
desired, is to hang the wrong man.

Mr. DOUGLAS. May I say to my good
friend from Maine, that while I did not
intend to single out General Fleming
for criticism, the report of the House
subcommittee indicates that he also has
been at fault.

Thus, after quoting the cross-exami-
nation of General Fleming by Mr. Pey-
ton, the committee said, on page 28:

These remarks on the part of General
Fleming, when related to the Mellen memo-
randum and to the statute, show either a
complete lack of understanding of the sub-
ject matter or a desire to meaninglessly
quibble,

There are other similar passages. For
instance, on page 26 there is also a state-
ment by the subcommittee which reads
as follows:

It should be noted that Chairman Fleming
here takes the position that all actions of
the Commission on the six vessels in ques-
tion are completely justified and indicates
no review action necessary. The calcula-
tions involved were, to a large extent, under
the supervision of the same person who
supervised the admittedly unsupported re-
sults arrived at in connection with better-
ment and operational subsidies.

There are also other criticisms of the
work of the Chairman, General Flem-
ing, on pages 26, 217, 29, 30, and 31 which
I should like to read.

Mr. BREWSTER. I am sorry, but I
cannot yield further to the Senator from
Illinois.

Mr. DOUGLAS. I am sorry, but since
the Senator from Maine wished to ad-
monish and correct the Senator from
Illinois, I think it is proper that the’
Senator from Illinois should admonish
and correct the Senator from Maine.

Mr. BREWSTER. For the further en-
lightenment of the Senator from Illinois,
I should like to quote from the testimony
before the Committee on Expenditures
in the Executive Departments, at page
47, what the Senator from Connecticut
[Mr. BeEnTON] had to say. The Senator
from Connecticut has been one of the
most wholehearted supporters that re-
organization has had. He is speaking
to the Secretary of Commerce, who came
before us with almost a complete igno-
rance of the program, and to whom we
are being asked to entrust this respon-
sibility. The Senator from Connecticut
said:

It seems to me that your oral testimony
runs counter to the objective of the Hoover
Commission on its many recommendations
in many areas of the Government, where
we are trylng to fix responslbmty on a re-
sponsible executive where we can see it.

In other words, the Senator from Con-
necticut pointed out that Secretary Saw-
yer has even contradicted himself in his
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testimony. That accounts for the fact
that neither the Senator from Minne-
sota [Mr. HumPHREY] nor the Senator
from Connecticut [Mr. BENTON] cared to
indulge in a discussion of this matter.
They were impressed with the appar-
ent confusion in the situation and also
by the fact that the plan clearly went
beyond the intent which was contems-
plated by the Hoover Commission.

Mr. BENTON. My, President, will the
Senator yield for a question?

Mr. BREWSTER. I yield.

Mr. BENTON. Does the Senator from
Maine know that the Secretary of Com-
merce later submitted a letter to the
Committee on Expenditures in the Exec-
utive Departments clarifying this point
and bringing clearly into line his atti-
tude with his testimony and the testi-
mony of the Bureau of the Budget?

Mr. BREWSTER. Yes, I am quite fa-
miliar with that. My point was simply
that even the Solomon to whom the func-
tions would be transferred found it nec-
essary to have a letter written to clear
up the confusion in his own mind. So
we are not making progress by trans-
ferring from one commission to another.

What I think we should have clearly
in mind is that under plan 6 last year
we did carry out much of the reorganiza-
tion contemplated by the Hoover Com-
mission with relation to the Maritime
Commission. We gave to the Chairman
the administrative responsibility which
it was believed was desirable, and that
has been in effect for some 7 months. I
believe it will result in great improve-
ment. The Committee on Interstate and
Foreign Commerce and the subcommit-
tee headed by the Senator from Wash-
ington [Mr. MacNuson] have been car-
rying on an extensive study for the past
6 months of all ramifications of mari-
time policy. We are about ready to re-
port, and we are about ready to make
recommendations regarding legislation.
Certainly it would seem to me that before
we made another radical change which
goes clearly beyond the recommendations
of the Hoover Commission, as stipulated
in their own report, it would be well for
us to await the recommendations of the
Interstate and Foreign Commerce Com-
mittee which has been making exhaus-
tive studies for 12 months at a cost of
more than $50,000, and ascertain what
we can get for our money before we make
another radical move of this character,
which will inevitably result in adding
further confusion to the situation.

There are a great number of applica-
tions, action on which would be in doubt.
It is provided in the law that in order
for anyone to be allowed more than 335
percent subsidy four members .of the
Commission must vote affirmatively. If
this plan goes through there will not be
four members, I do not know what is
contemplated by those who drafted the
act with respect to that.

Mr. MAGNUSON. Ihave a long letter
from the Director of the Budget in which
those questions are clarified.

Mr. EREWSTER. I would be very
glad to have the Senator put the letter
into wne RECORD.

Mr. MAGNUSON. He suggested it
should be two members.
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Mr. BREWSTER. I am glad to sce
efforts being made to reconcile it. I do
not believe, however, there is time to
have it clarified now.

Mr, MAGNUSON. The chairman of
the committee would like to put the
letter into the REcCORD.

Mr. BREWSTER. I shall yield to him
for that purpose,

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent to have inserted
in the body of the Recorp at this point
a letter from the Director of the Budget
addressed to me, dated May 19, 1950, per-
taining to Reorganization Plan No. 21.

There being no objection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD,
as follows:

ExecuTivE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT,
BUREAU OF THE BUDGET,
Washington, D. C., May 19, 1950.
Hon, JoEN L. MCCLELLAN,

Chairman, Commitiee on Expendi=-
tures in the Ezecutive Depari-
ments, United States Senate,
Washington, D. C.

My Dear SENATOR McCrLELLAN: I wish to
acknowledge your letter of May 17 presenting
three questions concerning Reorganization
Plan No. 21 of 1950 on which you desire addi-
tional information. I am answering these
questions in the order in which you presented
them,

“1l. Under the Merchant Marine Act, cer-
tain actions by the Commission, such as
award of construction subsidies exceeding
33145 percent, require four votes. Since the
new board will have only three votes, what
will be the voting requirements in such cases
under the plan?"

This problem is covered by section 102 (d)
of the plan, which provides: “Any two of the
members in office shall constitute a gquorum
for the transaction of the business of the
Board, and the affirmative votes of any two
members of the Board shall be sufficlent for
the disposition of any matter which may
come before the Board.” The only alternative
to this provision would be to require a unani-
mous vote of the three members of the Fed-
eral Maritime Board in the cases where the
Merchant Marine Act, 1936, now calls for the
affirmative votes of four of the five members
of the Maritime Commission, The reguire-
ment of a unanimous vote, however, would
not be practicable since it might block action
and seriously interfere with the effective
prosecution of the maritime programs,

“2, Who is to control the submission of
requests for appropriations from Congress
and sponsorship thereof on matters under
the jurisdiction of the Board, such as the
amount to be requested for operating and
construction subsidies?”

The budget of the Board will form a part
of the budget of the Department of Com-
merce. Insofar as the regulatory functions
of the Board are concerned, however, the
Department will have no authority to make
any changes in the Board's estimates be-
cause section 106 of the plan specifically
makes the Board independent with respect
to such functions. In this connection, I
might point out that under a similar provi-
sion in plan IV of 1940, on the relation of
the Civil Aeronautics Board to the Depart-
ment of Commerce, the Department has
never attempted to revise the estimates of
the Board for functions with respect to
which the plan guarantees the independence
of the Board. As to other functions of the
Maritime Board, the estimates will be sub-
Ject to review by the secretary under the
Budget and Accounting Act. I should point
out that the ultimate control over the budget
submitted to the Congress for maritime sub-
sidies will reside in the President as it now
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*“3. The merchant-marine policy as fixed
by Congress in its statement of policy in the
Merchant Marine Act of 1936 contemplates
that a ‘substantial’ portion of all foreign
trade will be carried in American-flag bot-
toms. This is usually interpreted to mean
50 percent over-all target—with individual
routes varying above or below, depending
upon conditions. In estabishing trade-route
patterns, is the Secretary required to ob-
serve the 50-percent objective or may he
establish a trade-route pattern which con-
templates a different objective?”

The Becretary of Commerce will be gov-
erned by the policies set forth by the Mer-
chant Marine Act of 1936 just as fully as the
Maritime Commission is. The first section of
this act declares:

“It is necessary for the national defense
and development of its foreign and domestic
commerce that the United States shall have
a merchant marine (a) sufficient to carry its
domestic water-borne commerce and a sub-
stantial portion of the water-borne export
and import foreign commerce of the United
States and to provide shipping service on
all routes essential for maintaining the flow
of such domestic and foreign water-borne
commerce at all times, (b) capable of serv-
ing &s a naval and military auxiliary in time
of war or national emergency, (¢) owned and
operated under the United States flag by
citizens of the United States, insofar as may
be practicable, and (d) composed of the
best-equipped, safest, and most suitable
types of vessels, constructed in the United
States and manned with a trained and ef-
ficlent citizens personnel. It is declared to
be the policy of the United States to foster
the development and encourage the mainte-
nance of such a merchant marine,” (June
29, 1936, ch. 858, title 1, sec. 101, 40 Stat.
1985).

The Secretary of Commerce has definitely
stated In a letter to you that he belleves
in these policies and will give them his full
support. In a recent letter to Senator Mac-
NUSON, he further sald:

“I am convinced of the importance of the
American merchant marine, and I shall sup-
port appropriate measures in the interest
of providing a strong, healthy industry. The
United States must have a domestic fleet
adequate to meet its commercial needs, In
the interest of our national security and
foreign commerce, we must also have a sub-
stantial foreign trade fleet. Operating ship-
yards with trained manpower for the con-
struction and maintenance of the merchant
fleet are an integral part of a vigorous and
up-to-date merchant marine.”

While the Merchant Marine Act contem=
plates that a substantial portion of our for-
eign trade be carried in American vessels as
you state, it does not specifically provide that
50 percent of the trade be so carried. At some
times this ratio has been exceeded and at
some others it has not been possible to at-
taln such a percentage. The exact percent-
age of our foreign commerce that can be car-
ried in American bottoms depends on a va-
riety of factors, many of which are beyond
the control of the Government. To the ex-
tent that this percentage can be determined
by the Government, the most basic factors
are the type of subsidy system established by
the Congress and the amounts appropriated
by it for subsidy purposes. Within these
limitations, I feel certain that the Secretary
of Commerce will do his utmost to achieve
the development of a strong American mer-
chant marine.

Bincerely,
FRANE PACE, Jr.,
Director.

Mr. BREWSTER. This plan goes fur=
ther than any other plan which has been
presented. We have agreed to the orig=
inal plan No. 6, which embraces much
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of the proposal of the Hoover Commis-
sion. We are trying that out now. Why
should we be required or expected to go
beyond this to a plan which will abso-
lutely change the entire character and
function of the Maritime Commission and
put it in the hands of the Department
of Commerce, where it was once before
and we found it would not work? That
is incomprehensible to me. The Com-
mission has had difficulties, as have other
commissions, but as an independent
agency of the Government functioning
under the reorganization plan proposed
by the Hoover Commission, it is entitled
to a fairer and further trial than it has
yet received. Therefore, I earnestly hope
the Senate will adopt the resolution in
order to postpone the functioning of the
gt;ntemplated Reorganization Plan No.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
for debate has expired. The question is
on agreeing to Senate Resolution 265, to
disapprove Reorganization Plan No. 21,

Mr. HUMPHREY. I suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The roll was called, and the following
Senators answered to their names:

Alken Hill Magnuson
Anderson Hoey Malone
Benton Holland Martin
Brewster Humphrey Maybank
Bricker Hunt Neely
Butler Ives O'Conor
Byrd Jenner O'Mahoney
Cain Johnson, Colo. Robertson
Capehart Johnson, Tex. Russell
Chapman Johnston, 8. C. Schoeppel
Cordon Eefauver Smith, Maine
Darby Kem Smith. N. J.
Donnell Kilgore Sparkman
Douglas Knowland Stennis
Dworshak Leahy Taft
Eastland Lehman Thomas, Utah
Ecton Lodge Tobey
Ellender Long Tydings -
Ferguson Lucas Watkins
Fulbright McCarran Wherry
George McCarthy Wiley
Gillette McClellan Williams
Green McFarland Young
Hayden McEellar

Hendrickson McMahon

The PRESIDING OFFICER. A quo-
rum is present.

Mr. HUMPHREY. Mr. President, I ask
for the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will call the roll

The legislative clerk called the roll.

Mr. MYERS. I announce that the
Senator from New Mexico [Mr. CHAVEZ]
and the Senator from Oklahoma [Mr,
TroMAS] are absent by leave of the Sen-
ate.

The Senator from California [Mr.
Downey] and the Senator from North
Carolina [Mr. GraHaMm] are absent be-
cause of illness.

The Senator from Delaware [Mr.
Frear] is absent by leave of the Senate
on official business.

The Senator from Montana [Mr. MURr-
RAY] is absent because of a death in his
family.

The Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr.
Mvyers] and the Senator from Florida
[Mr. PeEpPER] are absent on public busi-
ness.

The Senator from Texas [Mr. Con-
wWALLY] and the Senator from Idaho [Mr.
TavLor] are detained on official business.
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The Senator from Kentucky [Mr.
WiTHERS] is necessarily absent.

I announce further that if present and
voting, the Senator from Texas [Mr.
ConnarrLy], the Senator from Pennsyl-
vania [Mr. MyERs], and the Senator from
Idaho [Mr. Tavior] would vote “nay.”

Mr. WHERRY. I announce that the
Senator from Iowa [Mr. HICKENLOOPER],
the Senator from North Dakota [Mr.
Lawncer], the Senator from Colorado [Mr,
Mrikin], the Senator from Oregon [Mr.
Morse], and the Senator from Michigan
[Mr, VanDENBERG] are absent by leave of
the Senate.

The Senator from South Dakota [Mr.
Munpr] is absent on official business.

The Senator from Massachusetts [Mr,
SarTonsTALL] and the Senator from Min-
nesota [Mr. THYE] are necessarily absent.

The Senator from New Hampshire
[Mr. Bripces], the Senator from Vermont
[Mr. Franpers]l, and the Senator from
South Dakota [Mr. GurNEY] are detained
on official business. If present and vot-
ing, the Senator from Vermont [Mr,
Franpere] would vote “nay.”

The Senator from Massachusetts [Mr.
SavTonsTtaLL] is paired with the Senator
from Minnesota [Mr, Tuve]l. If present
and voting the Senator from Massachu-
setts would vote “nay,” and the Senator
from Minnesota would vote “yea.”

The yeas and nays resulted—yeas 14,
nays 59, as follows:

YEAS—14
Brewster Eastland Malone
Cain Ecton Stennis
Capehart Johnson, Colo. Wherry
Cordon Long Wiley
Donnell McCarran

NAYS—59
Aiken Holland Magnuson
Anderson Humphrey Martin
Benton Hunt Maybank
Bricker Ives Neely
Butler Jenner O'Conor -
Byrd Johnson, Tex. O'Mahoney
Chapman Johnston, 8. C. Robertson
Darby Kefauver Russell
Douglas Kem Schoeppel
Dworshak Kilgore Smith, Maine
Ellender Knowland Smith, N. J.
Ferguson Leahy Sparkman
Fulbright Lehman Taft
George Lodge Thomas, Utah
Gillette Lucas Taobey
Green McCarthy Tydings
Hayden McClellan Watkins
Hendrickson  McFarland Williams
Hill McEellar Young
Hoey McMahon

NOT VOTING—23

Bridges Hickenlooper Pepper
Chavez Eerr Saltonstall
Connally Langer Taylor
Downey Millikin Thomas, Okla.
Flanders Morse Thye
Frear Mundt Vandenberg
Graham Murray Withers
Gurney Myers

The PRESIDING OFFICER. On this
vote the yeas are 14, the nays 59. A ma-
jority of the authorized membership of
the Senate not having voted in the af-
firmative, the resolution (S. Res. 265) is
not agreed to.

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE

A message from the House of Repre-
sentatives, by Mr. Swanson, one of its
reading clerks, announced that the
House had passed a joint resolution (H. J.
Res. 476) making temporary appropria-
tions for the fiscal year 1950, and for
other purposes, in which it requested the
concurrence of the Senate,
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HOUSE JOINT RESOLUTION REFERRED

The joint resolution (H. J. Res. 476)
making temporary appropriations for
the fiscal year 1950, and for other pur-
poses, was read twice by its title, and
referred to the Committee on Appropria-
tions.

RECONSTRUCTION FINANCE
CORPORATION

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President,
Senate Resolution 219, adopted February
8, 1950, ordered the Banking and Cur-
rency Committee or its subcommittee
conducting a study of the operations of
the Reconstruetion Finance Corporation
to report its findings and recommenda-
tions for legislation to the Senate at the
earliest practicable date, but not later
than June 1, 1950,

After commencing its study of the Re-
construetion Finance Corporation, it be-
came apparent to the committee that the
thorough study of the operation of the
Reconstruction Finance Corporation
which was ordered to be undertaken
could not be completed by June 1, 1950.
The committee is of the opinion that the
study of the Reconstruction Finance Cor-
poration is very important. It involves
a matter of basic national policy, namely,
the extent to which the Government
ought to engage in the business of lend-
ing to private enterprise during a peace-
time, nonemergency period. A super-
ficial study of this important matter of
public policy would not be helpful to the
Congress.

The committee has instructed me to
request an extension of the time within
which the committee may complete its
study and file its report. Accordingly, I
submit and send to the desk at this time
a resolution to accomplish this purpose,
and I ask unanimous consent for its im-
mediate consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The res-
olution will be stated.

The resolution (S. Res. 279) was read
by the Chief Clerk, as follows:

Resolved, That the authority of the Com-
mittee on Banking and Currency, or any
duly authorized subcommittee thereof, un-
der Senate Resolution 219, Eighty-first Con=
gress, agreed to on February 8, 1850 (provid-
ing for a study of the operations of the Re-
construction Finance Corporation and its
glsxb:i'glg.ries}. is hereby continued until July

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the request for the imme-
diate consideration of the resolution?

There being no objection, the resolu-
tion (S. Res. 279) was considered and
agreed to.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, for
the purpose of expediting its study and
availing itself of the services of legal
counsel and assistants, the committee
has also instructed me to introduce a
joint resolution exempting counsel and
assistants of the subcommittee from the
operation of certain Federal statutes.
This resolution is identical in terms
and effect with joint resolutions pre-
viously passed by the Congress with re-
spect to counsel for other .committees.
Accordingly, I introduce and send to the
desk at this time a joint resolution to
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accomplish this purpose, and ask unani-
mous consent for its immediate consid-
eration.

The joint resolution (S. J. Res. 183)
to suspend the application of certain
Federal laws with respect to attorneys
and assistants employed by the Sub-
committee on Reconstruction Finance
Corporation of the Banking and Cur-
rency Committee of the Senate in con-
nection with the study ordered by Sen-
ate Resolution 219, Eighty-first Con-
gress, second session, was read the first
time by its title, and the second time at
length, as follows:

Resolved, ete., That service or employment
of any person as an attorney, or assistant,
on a temporary basis to assist the Subcom-
mittee on Reconstruction Finance Corpora=
tion of the Banking and Currency Commit-
tee of the Senate in the study ordered by
Senate Resolution 219, agreed to on February
8, 1950, shall not be considered as service
or employment bringing such person within
the provisions of sections 281, 283, or 284
of title 18 of the United Btates Code, or of
any other Federal law imposing restrictions,
r>quirements, or penalties in relation to the
employment of persons, the performance of
services, or the payment. or receipt of com-
pensation in connection with any claim,
proceeding, or matter involving the United
States.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the request for the present
consideration of the joint resolution?

Mr. DONNELL. Mr, President, re-
serving the right to object, let me say
that it has been difficult for me to hear
the Senator’s explanation. Will the
Senator please repeat it?

Mr, President, may we have order in
the Senate?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senate will be in order. Those who de-
sire to converse will please retire at
once to the cloakrooms.

Mr. DONNELL. I thank the Chair,
in view of the importance of this matter.

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, let
me say to the Senator from Missouri that
the joint resolution would exempt the
employees of the subcommittee from the
operations of section 281, 283, or 284 of
title 18 of the United States Code. Those
are provisions of law which assess penal-
ties against Government employees who
have any dealings relating to matters in
which the Government is directly or in-
directly interested. The same provision
of law also applies to Members of Con-
gress, preventing Members of Congress
from accepting fees or other payments
in connection with cases against the
Government,

I understand that in the case of tem-
porary employment of counsel by sub-
commitiees such as ours and the Tydings
subcommiitee of the Foreign Relations
Commititee and the Kefauver special
committee, it is customary to exempt the
attorneys employed on a temporary basis
from the operation of those laws. Most
of these employees come from legal of-
fices which, in the routine conduct of
their business, may be handling claims
against the Government. Of course, it
would be purely by chance that any of
them would relate to the business before
the subcommittee.

I am told that the exemption we now
request to be made is a routine and cus-
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tomary one, and that one was made a
few days ago in the case of the subcom-
mittee of the Foreign Relations Commit-
tee, known as the Tydings committee.

Mr. DONNELL, I thank the Senator.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
cbjection to the present consideration
of the joint resolution?

There being no objection, the joint
resolution was considered, ordered to be
engrossed for a third reading, read the
third time, and passed.

TEXMASS PETROLEUM CO. LOAN—IN-

TERIM REPORT OF A COMMITTEE (S.
REPT. NO. 1689)

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President,
there is one other item which I should
like to present at this time.

I shall shortly send to the desk the
report of the Subcommittee on Recon-
struction Finance Corporation of the
Senate Banking and Currency Commit-
tee on the loan to the Texmass Petro-
leum Co.

Before filing the report, however, I
desire to make a few brief comments
which may be helpful to the Senators
in their consideration of this report,
which is an interim report.

The subcommittee has agreed that the
proper way to find out ebout the oper-
ations of the Reconstruction Finance
Corporation is to make a detailed study
of specific loans. In this way, we can
observe how the Reconstruction Finance
Corporation is interpreting and apply-
ing the broad lending powers, and the
limitations thereon, contained in the Re-
construction Finance Corporation Act.
Broad generalities, by themselves, can be
discussed endlessly without arriving at
any clear agreement as to their mean-
ing. But when general principles are
applied to specific facts in an actual case,
then their intent becomes clearer.

The report to be submitted today deals
with the loan to the Texmass Petroleum
Co. in the amount of $15,100,000, of which
the Reconstruction Finance Corporation
will supply $10,100,000.

The subcommitiee’s staff conducted a
preliminary study of the facts and record
with respect to the Texmass Petroleum
Co. loan.

The facts with respect to the Texmass
Petroleum Co. loan were called to the at-
tention of the Comptrolier General of
the United States, since the preliminary

study of the staff indicated the possibil- .

ity that the granting of this loan might
be without authority of law. After a
study of the facts, the Comptroller Gen-
eral in a written opinion advised the sub-
committee that unless additional facts
would explain and refute the evidence
before him, he would undoubtedly report
the Texmass loan as being one without
authority of law., This report would be
made in his regular audit report under
the Government Corporation Control
Act, which requires him to call to the at-
tention of the Congress any transaction
ohserved in the course of his audit which
in the Comptroller’s opinion is illegal.
The subcommittee held three hearings,
on April 13, 22, and 27, 1950. The record
has been printed and is available for the
use of the Senators. With respect to the
ﬁﬁ. I wish to emphasize the follow-
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It has been unanimously approved by
the members of the subcommittee.

It was submitted to the full Committee
on Banking and Currency, and by them
was approved and ordered to be filed with
the Senate.

Prior to the issuance of this report,
the subcommittee made copies awvail-
able on a confidential basis to the Re-
construction Finance Corporation, in-
viting comments either as to the accu-
racy of the facts or the fairness of the
subcommittee’s conclusions.

It is ‘the view of the committee that
the Texmass loan is not in accord with
the intent of Congress.

In a series of extensions the Tex-
mass Petroleum Co. was given eight
months from the date of the original
loan resolution, September 29, 1949,
within which to meet conditions of the
loan. The last extension granted oc-
curred after two of the subcommittee’s
hearings, in which facts were developed
and brought to the specific attention of
the directors of the Reconstruction Fi-
nance Corporation, which in the judg-
ment of the subcommittee should un-
questionably have led the directors to
decline requests for further extensions.
Prior to this last extension the directors
had also been informed of the conclu-
sions of the subcommittee with respect
to the Texmass loan. On Wednesday,
May 17, 1950, the Texmass Petroleum
Co. loan funds were disbursed.

I do not propose to take the time of
the Senate to review the facts, since
they are fully set forth in the subcom-
mittee’s hearings and in the report.
However, I do desire to read into the
record at this point the conclusions
unanimously approved by the subcom-
mittee. They are as follows:

CONCLUSIONS OF THE SUBCOMMITTEE

From its study of the facts and circum-
stances surrounding the Reconstruction
Finance Corporation loan to the Texmass
Petroleum Co., the subcommittee makes the
following findings and conclusions:

1. From the record before the subcommit-
tee, it is evident that the Board of Directors
of the Reconstruction Finance Corporation
gave only casual and superficial consideration
and study to the Texmass Petroleum Co.
loan. Those directors who approved this
loan, and extensions thereof, disclosed in-
adequate knowledge of the significant
facts and features of the Texmass Petro-
leum Co. loan, They overruled the find-
ings and recommendations of thelr own
review committee without persuasive evi-
dence justifying such action,

The subcommittee belleves that the lend-
ing of public funds is a function requiring
at least an equal degree of care with that
desirable for the protection of the investing
public. The record shows, however, that
the BSecurities and Exchange Commission
in reviewing the registration of certain se-
curities of the Texmass Petroleum Co.
scrutinized the representations of the Tex-
mass Petroleum Co. and the significant
facts far more thoroughly and effectively
than did the Board of Directors of the Re-
construction Finance Corporation with re-
spect to the loan.

The subcommittee 1s of the opinion that
the Directors of the Reconstruction Finance
Corporation were remiss in their duty both
in failing to avail themselves of the full
facts within the control of the Becuritles
and Exchange Commission and in falling
to give adequate weight to thosze facts.
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2. On the record before the subcommittee
it appears that the primary consideration in
the Texmass Petroleum Co. loan is not in
the interest of the general public. On the
contrary, it is primarily a “bail-out” of exist-
ing creditors of the borrower. Eighty-one
percent of the loan funds will go to insur-
ance companies, banks, other creditors, and
individual investors, minimizing their risk
of loss in a highly speculatve venture.

3. The Reconstruction Finance Corpora-
tlon has failed to convince the subcommittee
that this loan is of the character intended by
Congress to be made under the authority of
the Reconstruction Finance Corporation Act
of 1948. The Reconstruction Finance Cor-
poration in its records, its statement to the
subcommittee and the testimony of its offi-
cials has not made an affirmative showing
that this loan will, as prescribed in the act,
“gncourage small business,” “help in main-
taining economic stability of the country,”
and “assist in promoting maximum employ-
ment and production,” to the extent neces-
sary to justify disbursement of public funds
“to ald in financing agriculture, commerce,
and industry.”

4, The Reconstruction Finance Corpora-
tion has not established that the financial
assistance to the Texmass Petroleum Co. "is
not otherwise available on reasonable terms,”
as required by the act. The subcommittes
has in mind that the venture is of such spec~
ulative nature that financlial assistance
should have been provided, in part at least,
by risk capital from private sources.

5, The Reconstruction Finance Corpora-

tion has not shown that the loan is of such
“gound value or so secured as reasonably to
assure retirement or repayment,” as required
by the act. On the estimates of reserves and
earnings most favorable to the borrower, re-
lied upon by the Reconstruction Finance
Corporation, the loan cannot be repaid with-
in 10 years, the maximum period for which
Reconstruction Finance Corporation Is au-
thorized to make business loans. On the
basis of estimates relied upon by the Recon-
struction Finance Corporation of the value
of the oil and gas reserves and equipment
offered as collateral by the ''exmass Petro-
leum Co. and the formula employed by the
Reconstruction Finance Corporation to de-
termine the sound loan value of such col-
lateral, a loan in the amount of $15,100,000
is not justified.

I now send to the desk the interim re-
port on the Texmass Petroleum Co, loan,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. With-
out objection, the report will be received
and printed.

THE PRESIDENT'S CABINET MEETING IN
CHICAGO—AN EDITORIAL FROM THE
INDIANAPOLIS STAR

Mr. CAPEHART. Mr. President, I
desire to read an editorial which ap-
peared in the Indianapolis Star on Tues-
day, May 16, 1950, the caption of which
is “An Insult to the Republic”:

AN INSULT TO THE REPUBLIC

The irresponsible, arrogant, power-drunk
slapstick nature of the Truman administra-
tion has never been better revealed than by
the public meeting of the President's Cabi-
net Sunday on the stage of a Chicago opera
house,

Never before has a presidential cabinet
done such a thing. Gathered there on the
Chicago stage were the highest ranking ad-
ministrators of American Government—men
who had deserted their Washington posts
in a time of crisis to go to Chicago at the
people's expense and cavort publicly for the
political benefit of their boss, Harry 8. Tru-
man,

No effort was made to disguise the political
nature of the meeting., Party chairmen,
Congressmen, and labor leaders sat on the
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stage with the Vice President and the cabinet
officers while the latter gave “accountings of
stewardship” and poured heavy flattery on
the boss.

Thus in a period of history when America
is striving desperately for moral leadership
in a world beset by tyranny the highest
officers of American (Government lower their
conduct to the level of a carnival sideshow.
Why didn’t they also put on clown sults and
belabor one another with sheep bladders to
the strains of a hillbilly band? That would
really have given the folks out front a laugh.

It was bad enough when Charlie Brannan
brazenly hired an audience at $8 a head in
St. Paul. It was worse when Harry Truman
embarked at public expense on an extrava=-
gantly costly campaign tour which he cyni-
cally labeled "nonpolitical.” But Sunday's
Cabinet meeting on a Chicago stage was a
new low. It was an insult to the Republic of
the United States.

The Truman administration evidently has
a very poor opinion of public intelligence
and moral standards. The Fair Dealers
seem to think people are so dazzled by the
“bread-and-circus” approach to government
that they will see nothing wrong with such
disgraceful breaches of conduct as the Chi-
cago Cabinet meeting. Is that true? Time
will tell.

REORGANIZATION PLAN NO. 8

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Mr,
President, I should like to have the at-
tention of the majority leader. I wish to
call up Senate Resolution 254, having to
do with Reorganization Plan No. 8, to-
night. It is Calendar No. 1571, I under-
stand that some debate, perhaps rather
extended debate, may take place tonight
with respect to that plan. Therefore, I
should like to ask that the time be not
divided this evening, but that on Mon-
day, after the routine business of the
Senate is completed, perhaps about 1
o’clock, the Senate proceed to the con-
sideration of this resolution, that the
time be divided equally, and that a vote
be taken on it by 2 o’clock, or 1:30. I
wanted to ask the majority leader
whether that would be agreeable to him.

Mr. LUCAS. Does the Senator believe
we could finish it tonight within an
hour or two?

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. No, I do
“not think we can. I do not think we can
finish it this evening. It will take about
30 minutes on Monday. I know that one
Senator, who is opposing the resolution,
wishes to speak for 20 minutes on Mon-
day, and I should like to accommodate
him. He is supporting the plan but op-

posing the'resolution. I think it would -

be much better for everyone concerned
if such an arrangement can be made.

Mr. LUCAS. 1 should like to inquire
how many more resolutions of disap-
proval there are, if some Senator can
give me that information.

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. I have
two resolutions of disapproval.

Mr, LUCAS. I understand the Sena-
tor from Wisconsin [Mr. WiLEY] has one.
May I ask the Senator from Arkansas
how many more resolutions of disap-
proval there are which have not been
disposed of?

Mr. McCLELLAN, There are five
more, as I recall.

Mr. WILEY. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado., I yield.

Mr. WILEY. Mr, President, I was in-
formed this afternoon that the Senator
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from Oklahoma [Mr., Kerr] wished to
have a resolution considered. A few
moments ago I was advised that the Sen-
ator from Oklahoma had been called
from the floor. I should like to give no-
tice that at noon on Monday, after a
quorum call has been had, I shall eall
up Senate Resolution 259, relating to Re-
organization Plan No. 5. At this time,
Mr. President, I should like to place in
the Recorp a copy of Reorganization
Plan No. 5, which was submitted by the
President, so that those who read the
REecorp may see the meat which is in-
volved in the plan. I should like to give
notice that I shall eall it up, and I should
like to ask unanimous consent that I may
have the floor at that time, and that
each side may have 1 hour in which to
discuss the question.

There being no objection, Reorganiza-
tion Plan No. 5 of 1950 was ordered to be
printed in the REcorp, as follows:

REORGANIZATION PrLAN No. 5 or 1950

(Prepared by the President and transmitted
to the Senate and the House of Repre-
sentatives in Congress assembled, March
13, 1950, pursuant to the provisions of the
Reorganization Act of 1949, approved June
20, 1949)

DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE

Becriow 1. Transfer of functions to the
Secretary: (a) Except as otherwise provided
in subsection (b) of this sectlion, there are
hereby transferred to the Secretary of Com-
merce all functions of all other officers of the
Department of Commerce and all functions
of all agencies and employees of such De-
partment.

(b) This section shall not apply to the
functions vested by the Administrative Pro-
cedure Act (60 Stat. 237) in hearing exam=-
iners employed by the Department of Com-
merce, nor to the functions of the Civil
Aeronautics Board, of the Inland Waterways
Corporation, or of the Advisory Board of the
Inland Waterways Corporation,

BEec. 2. Performance of functions of Secre-
tary: The Secretary of Commerce may from
time to time make such provisions as he
shall deem appropriate authorizing the per-
formance by any other officer, or by any
agency or employee, of the Department of
Commerce of any function of the Secretary,
including any function transferred to the
Secretary by the provisions of this reorgan-
ization plan.

Sec. 3. Administrative Assistant Secretary:
There shall be in the Department of Com=-
merce an Administrative Assistant Secretary
of Commerce, who shall be appointed, with
the approval of the President, by the Secre-
tary of Commerce under the classified civil
service, who shall perform such duties as
the Becretary of Commerce shall prescribe,
and who shall receive compensation at the
rate of $14,000 per annum.

Sec. 4. Incidental transfers: The Secretary
of Commerce may from time to time effect
such transfers within the Department of
Commerce of any of the records, property,
personnel, and unexpended balances (availa-
ble or to be made available) of appropria-
tions, allocations, and other funds of such
Department as he may deem necessary in
order to carry out the provisions of this re-
organization plan.

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. I have
already made a request that Senate Res-
olution 254 be now considered and that
consideration of it be concluded on next
Monday. I made the request while the
Senator from Wisconsin was absent from
the floor.

Mr. WILEY, How much time will it
take?
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Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. I do not
think it will take more than half an hour
or 45 minutes on Monday. I do not
know how much time it will take this
evening. The debate will be open to-
night, and the time will not be divided.
Some speeches need to be made on it
tonight.

Mr. WILEY. Then, if the Senator will
yield further, I should like to amend
my request. I want to say, parentheti-
cally, that I remember very well the
statement of the majority leader that all
resolutions affecting reorganization
plans would be considered, and, bearing
that in mind, I have refrained from
injecting myself into whatever business
was pending. I think this is a very im-
portant matter, and I should like to
amend my unanimous-consent request
to the extent that when consideration
of the pending business is concluded, I
may be privileged to call up Senate Res-
olution 259 and that the time be divided
1 hour on each side.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Parliamentarian informs the Chair that
that is not in order until the resolution
is called up.

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Mr.
President, I hope the Senator will not
press his unanimous-consent request to-
night. I do not think we shall have any
difficulty on Monday in finishing up the
discussion on his plan and the two plans
which I have in mind. The two plans
which I hope to bring up are very simi-
lar, and we can reduce the debate by
handling them together. Senate Reso-
lution 254 will probably take 30 to 45
minutes on Monday, and Senate Resolu-
tion 255, I am certain, will not require
more than 30 minutes, Then we could
proceed to consider the resolution to
which the Senator from Wisconsin has
referred, and I am as nearly sure as one
can be sure of anything in the Senate
that we can proceed with his resolution
by 2:30 p. m. on Monday.

Mr. WILEY. I thank the Senator,
and I am very happy to have that state-
ment, Ishall expect cooperation to that
end. I know every Senator wants to
conclude the business which it has been
said will be considered in due season.

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. I yield.

Mr., LUCAS. There are five resolu-
tions upon which the Senate must act by
next Tuesday at midnight. I am cer-
tain that during Monday and Tuesday
. we shall be able to dispose of those reso-
lutions. If there is any determination
on the part of Senators to debate any of
them at any great length, we shall have
to remain late on Monday night. I
served notice on the Senate sometime
ago that we would probably hold a night
session tonight to dispose of some of
these matters, but I am satisfied that
we can dispose of all five of the resolu-
tions on Monday and Tuesday.

I notice that the Senator from Mary-
land is on his feet——

Mr, O'CONOR. Mr, President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr, JOHNSON of Colorado. Iyield.

Mr. O'CONOR. I agree entirely with
the statement of the Senator from Illi-
nois. There are several Senators who
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desire to speak in support of the Presi-
dent’s reorganization plans. From all
indications, the opposition is not such
that it will require any more lengthy dis-
cussion than that which has been indi-
cated. I feel certain that we can con-
clude debate on them on Monday and
Tuesday, which, of course, is necessary.

Mr, JOHNSON of Colorado. Mr. Pres-
ident, I hardly know how to proceed. I
was about to move that the Senate pro-
ceed to the consideration of Senate Reso-
lution 254, disapproving Reorganization
Plan No. 8 of 1950, and that the time for
the remainder of the day be not divided,
but that on next Monday, after 12:30
p. m., the time be equally divided be-
tween the proponents and opponents of
the resolution, and that the total time be
one hour. .

Mr, McCLELLAN. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. I yield.

Mr. McCLELLAN. Does that apply
only to the one reorganization plan?

Mr: JOHNSON of Colorado. Yes.

Mr. MCcCLELLAN. Thereafter the
Senator has in mind bringing up another
plan?

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Yes.

Mr. McCLELLAN. How much time
will be consumed on the other plan?

Mr. JOHNEON of Colorado. The pro-
ponents of the resolution will need very
little time.

Mr. MCcCLELLAN. The BSenator is
asking merely to take it up, and after
12:30 o'clock on Monday the time of
1 hour be divided equally between the
proponents and the opponents?

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado, Yes.

Mr. WILEY. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. I yield.

Mr. WILEY. I understand it is pro-
posed to take up plans No. 8 and No. 9
and to conclude their consideration on
Monday?

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Plan No.
8 would be the first one to be taken up,
to be followed by plan No. 9, and plan

No. 5, in which the Senator from Wiscon-

sin is inferested.

Mr. McCARRAN. Is it contemplated
that a vote be taken at 1:30 on Monday?

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Yes.

Mr. McCARRAN. No vote is to be had
today on either plan.

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. There is
to be no vote on either plan today.

Mr. President, I move that the Senate
proceed to the consideration of Senate
Resolution 254, a resolution disapprov-
ing Reorganization Plan No. 8 of
1950, that the time for the remainder of
the day be not divided, that beginning at
12:30 on Monday next the time be
equally divided between the proponents
and the opponents of the resolution, and
that the Senate vote on the resolution at
1:30 o'clock on Monday.

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. President, a parlia-
mentary inquiry.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Senator will state it.

Mr. LUCAS. Would it not be better to
have the Senator make a motion to con-
sider the resolution and then ask for a
unanimous-consent agreement?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
motion which has been made by the Sen-
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ator from Colorado can be presented as
a unanimous-consent request.

Mr. LUCAS. I shall not object to it.

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. The
reason I wanted to put it in one package
is to avoid any necessity for voting to-
night, because if we should leave it wide
open when debate ceased tonight we
would have to start voting on Senate
Resolution 254, and I wanted to avoid
that. I wanted to make certain that we
would vote on Monday. That is why I
wanted it in one package.

Mr. LUCAS. Reserving the right to
object, I wish to be certain that members
of the Committee on Expenditures in the
Executive Departments, who arz opposed
to the resolution, will have sufficient time
to debate the subject.

Mr. O'CONOR. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. I yield.

Mr. O'CONOR. I think I should say
in rer’y to the Senator from Illinois that
it would be preferable if a little longer
time could be allowed, because the Sen-
ator from Connecticut [Mr. BENTONI,
who has been very active in these mat-
ters, desires some time on Monday, and
a situation may be brought about which
may require more extensive debate.

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. I wish
to say to the majority leader that appar-
ently signals have been switched on me
since I started to make this request. I
understood that the Senator from Con-
necticut [Mr. Benton] would make his
speech tonight. That is why I was mak-
ing the motion to proceed now, because
I understood he wanted to make his
speech this evening. Now I understand
he wishes to make it on Monday.

Mr. LUCAS. I do not see any reason
why we should detain the Senator from
Connecticut and permit other Senators
to make their addresses on Monday.

Mr. JOHNEON of Colorado. That was
his own choice. It was not the choice of
the Senator from Colorado. I did not
figure that one cut. That was at his own
request.

Mr. LUCAS: I cannot keep the Sen-
ator from Connecticut from speaking if
he so desires.

Mr, BENTON and Mr. McCLELLAN
addressed the Chair,

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. I yield
first to the Senator from Connecticut,

Mr. BENTON. I had first intended to
speak today, on the assumption that the
resolution was to be considered today
and voted on today. Later I told the
Senator from Colorado that I would
speak today, with the understanding that
the vote would be taken on Monday.
That is as he stated the understanding.
However, I am now advised by my senior
and adviser, the Senator from Maryland
[Mr. O'Conor], that he believes it would
be better if I spoke on Monday. There-
fore, in line with that advice, I prefer to
wait and speak on Monday.

The Senator from Maryland also wish-
es to speak, I do not know whether he
wants to speak today or on Monday. It
has a bearing on the amount of time
which would be required, because, as the
Senator from Minnesota also desires to
speak, it is estimated that we will require
about 1 hour between the three of us, Of
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course if we spoke today we would take
less than an hour on Monday.

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. I should
like to suggest a change in the time of
voting from 1:30 to 2 o’clock, and give
the opponents 1 hour. The proponents
will not need an hour.

Mr. LUCAS. Could the Senator make
it 2:30?

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Very
well. We shall start at 12:30, divide the
time equally, and set the time for the
vote at 2:30.

Mr. WILEY. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. I yield.

Mr, WILEY. Can the Senator esti-
mate how much time discussion of the
resolution to which I have referred will
take?

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. It is un-
predictable. I do not think it will take
much time.

Mr, WILEY. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Yes.

Mr. WILEY. It seems to me that in
the interest of trying to get things done,
and in order to avoid any fear that we
shall run into a stalemate or some kind of
interference, the original proposal of the
Senator that we continue tonight and
cover some of the ground should be ad-
hered to. In that way we would be able
to finish consideration of some of the
other plans by this time on Monday. I
wish the majority leader would consent

to the original proposal. That is the way.

I feel.

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. I yield.

Mr. LUCAS. I would not object if the
Senator from Connecticut wished to
speak now. Perhaps the Senator from
Wisconsin desires to speak now on his
resolution, and get it out of the way.
His address would be in the Recorp, and
Senators could read it on Monday. I am
glad to stay here. Everyone seems to be
a little tired and is trying to get away
for the week end. I assure the Senator
that we shall take up his resolution. I
say again, Mr. President—and I sin-
cerely hope every Senator will take this
to heart—that in view of the circum-
stances, probably on Monday night, we
shall have to hold a night session. Every-
one wants to put off a vote because every-
one wants to go home. Perhaps Sena-
tors are afraid they would not get 49
votes. I do not know what the situation
_is. T am willing to cooperate and give

every other Senator an opportunity to
cooperate. However, we cannot take any
more chances on Monday. If we are to
take two and a half hours on one plan,
two and a half hours on another, two and
a half hours on the plan of the Senator
from Wisconsin, we shall be here a long
time,

Mr. WILEY, No.

Mr. LUCAS. It is impossible to tell
about those things. Senators have a way
of saying much when they do not mean
to talk. 2

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The mo-
tion of the Senator from Colorado as a
motion is not in order. As a unanimous
consent request, the Chair is informed,
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it is in order. Does the Senator submit
his request in the form of a motion or in
the form of a unanimous consent re-
quest?

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. I submit
it in the form of a motion, and change
the time for voting on Resolution 254 to
2:30 p. m. It is in the form of a motion.
The motion is not debatable. The time
is to be equally divided between the pro-
ponents and opponents, and we are to
start at 12:30 and vote at 2:30,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If there
is objection to the motion, it cannot be
entertained.

Mr. McCLELLAN. Do I understand
that the time on Monday would be equally
divided between the proponents and op-
ponents?

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Yes.’

Mr. LUCAS. Iask the Senator to make
his motion in the form of a unanimous
consent request,

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Very well.
I ask unanimous consent.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? The Chair hears none, and it
is so ordered.

CALIFORNIA ALIEN LAND ACT—DECISION
OF CALIFORNIA COURT OF APPEALS

Mr. WILEY. Mr. President, we have
been debating FEPC for some time, and
I have a suspicion that we will go on
debating it for some time longer before
we dispose of it and take up some major
bill or resolution.

In this connection let me say that there
appeared in the May 16 issue of the New
York Times one of the most challengzing
articles I have seen written in many a
day. It is by Arthur Krock. He brings
to the attention of his readers and the
American people the question as to how
extensive the United Nations Charter
is. He calls attention in the beginning
of the article to a decision of the Court
of Appeals of California.

Mr. DONNELIL. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Wisconsin yield?

Mr. WILEY. I yield.

Mr. DONNELL. I assure the Senator
I have no desire to interfere in the
slightest with his remarks, but I won-
dered if he knew that this article by Mr.
Krock was placed in the body of the
REecorp yesterday by me.

Mr. WILEY, I did not know that. I
am very happy to learn it, and I am
grateful to the Senator for informing me,
because I was going to place it in the
Recorp. Did the Senator, at the time
E(; placed it in the RECoRrD, comment on

Mr. DONNELL. I do not recall any
comments I made on the article.

Mr. WILEY. I shall proceed for a
moment or two, because Mr. Krock
raises a very challenging question, as to
whether or not the charter of the United
Nations is the supreme law of our land.
The courts have held in a number of
instances that treaties are the supreme
law of the land and Mr. Krock' brings
to the fore the question whether or not
the FEPC is necessary.

Down near the bottom of the article
he says:

But, observed Messrs, Eelly and Harbison, .
. this “statute and treaty did not impair or
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damage the Interests of any powerful vested
right. The treaty in question did not touch
upon the fundarmentals of the social order,
seriously involve the sanctity of private prop=
erty, nor even work any very important prac-
tical change in the extent of Federal power.”

He said at another point in the article:

Until or unless—assuming the FEPC bill
and others in the President’s civil-rights
program are not enacted—

And this is the issue—

a citizen attempts to make a legal test of the
contention that some or all of this program
went automatically into effect when he rati-
fied the Charter, the ultimate judicial find=-
ing must remain a matter of guesswork,
But it is difficult to see how the Supreme
Court, if it upheld this position, could come
pel Congress to provide the legislative ma-
chinery to give life to it, And it is difficult
to envisage the executive department, since
this part of the Charter is not self-executing,
enforcing such a ruling on its own.

Mr. DONNELL. Again I say, I cer=-
tainly have no desire to interfere with

“the Senator’s remarks, but I wonder if

he would have any objection o have the
Recorp show at this point the fact that
the California decision of the court of
appeals to which Mr, Krock referred,
and to which the Senator is speaking
by reference to Mr. Krock’s article, was
called to the attention of the Senate on
April 28, 1950, and that a copy of the
decision, together with rather extended
remarks by the present speaker, was
placed in the body of the REcorp on that
date.

Mr. WILEY. Again, I am very happy
the Senator interrupted me, and I as-
sure the Presiding Officer and others
that I shall not carry on any legal dis-
cussion. I shall read with profit the
comments of the distinguished Senator
from Missouri on the decision.

Mr. President, this only brings to the
fore the significance of maintaining
this Government as a government of
checks and balances. I was called out a
few moments ago, and met about 50 or
60 high-school boys and girls from the
Messmer High School in Milwaukee.
When I met them I had to give them a
few ideas, and I told them that the task
of the future for them was to maintain
a government in which there was an
independent executive branch, an inde-
pendent legislative branch, and an in-
dependent judicial branch. So I think
this article, in addition to provoking
thought, also brings to the fore the ab-
solute necessity of maintaining these in-
dependent branches of Government, so
that they will operate to check one
another in order that absolute power
will not gravitate into the hands of any
one of them.

Mr. CONNALLY. Mr. President, will
the Senator from Wisconsin yield?

Mr. WILEY, I yield to the Senator
from Texas.

Mr. CONNALLY. Is the -Senator
aware of the fact that Dr. Manley O.
Hudson, a very distinguished publicist,
Bemis professor of international law at
Harvard Law School, and also chairman
of the International Law Commission of
the United Nations, wrote a rather in-
teresting article challenging thg conc.u-
sion of the court in California?
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Mr. DONNELL. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield, with the permission
of the Senator from Texas?

Mr, WILEY. I yield.

Mr. DONNELL. I should like to state,
if the Senator has no objection, in order
that we may have both sides of this
matter in the Recorp, that I placed in
the Recorp a few days ago the New Yorx
Times article which told of the filing of
motion for rehearing by Attorney Gen-
eral Howser, and the fact that as an
appendix to that motion for rehearing
there was an article by Prof. Manley
O. Hudson, along the line to which the
Senator from Texas has referred,

Mr. CONNALLY, Was the opinion of
Dr. Eudson included?

Mr. DONNELL. Excerpts from it were
included. I do not think a complete
copy of Dr. Hudson's opinion was,
but the article stated in substance that
the Attorney General had filed a motion
for rehearing, and that as an appendix
to the motion the article by Dr. Hudson
had been added, and various eXcerpis
were given in the article.

Mr. CONNALLY, Has the Senator
from Missouri a complete copy of Dr.
Hudson’s opinion?

Mr, DONNELL. I do not have a com-
plete copy, but I should like very much
to have it. ‘

Mr. CONNALLY. Idonothaveacom-
plete copy, but I think it should be pub-
lished, because otherwise we are getting
a one-sided view of this question. I
cannot conceive that the United Nations
had any conception that any doctrine
like this would be invoked, and if we had
thought so we would not have ratified the
Charter. We never dreamed of such a
thing.

Mr. DONNELL. Mr, President, if it
would not be assuming too much upon
myself, if the Senators personally prefer
to have me do so, I shall endeavor to
secure a copy of the statement of Dr.
Eudson and incorporate it in the RECORD.

Mr. CONNALLY, That is agreeable to
me,

Mr. DONNELL. Would the Senator
from Wisconsin like it?

Mr, WILEY. Yes, I should be more
than gratified, because I agree that in
view of the fact that there has heen
a motion for rehearing, the court of
appeals in California will have to decide
this very issue, and then it will go to the
Supreme Court of the United States, and
it is very important that we in the Senate
get the opinion of that court and know
what we are doing or not doing when we
enter into treaties.

Mr. President, this is not only appli-
cable to FEPC, but we are in more or less
of a fogzy domain at present because of
this California decision, and I bhelieve
that in view of the world picture, and
particularly in view of our responsibil-
ity to our respective constituencies, we
must Know what the answer is to this
very issue. Certainly we are not now
ready to turn over the Government of
the United States to any group. We will
have to wait until the nations of the
earth have marched a little closer to the
millennium before we will be willing to

trust all our domestic and even our for-.

eign policies in their hands.
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Mr. CONNALLY, Mr, President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. WILEY. I yield.

Mr., CONNALLY, The Senator Is
aware, is he not, that the decision is that
of a California State court? It is not
a decision of a Federal court or of the
United States Supreme Court. So it will
have to go through the Supreme Court of
California before it can go to a United
States court.

Mr. WILEY. Yes.

Mr. FERGUSCON. Mr, President, will
the Senator yield?

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Hum-
puREY in the chair). Does the Senator
from Wisconsin yield to the Senator from
Michigan?

. Mr. WILEY. I yield,

Mr. FERGUSON. Iwish toremind the
Senator that this matter has been called
to the attention of the Senate on sev-
eral oceasions during debate. I hope the
Senate as a whole will begin to consider
what is being claimed in relation to trea-
ties changing or modifying the funda-
mental law of the land.

That was brought forcibly before the
Committee on the Judiciary when an
antilynching bill was introduced. In
the preamble to the bill it was asserted
that certain things could be done under
the bill by virtue of the United Nations
Charter, The antilynching bill which
came to the floor of the Senate naturally
made no reference to the United Nations,
because the Committee on the Judiciary

was of the opinion that the assertions of -

the preamble of the bill were not valid.

Mr. DONNELL. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr, WILEY. I yield.

Mr. DONNELL. The Senate will re-
call that Senate bill 1728, the FEPC bill,
the motion with respect to which is now
before the Senate, contains a reference
to the United Nations. That appears in
the preambulary portions of the bill.

Mr, FERGUSON. I am familiar with
that.

Mr. DONNELL. Mr, President, will
the Senator from Wisconsin yield fur-
ther?

Mr. WILEY.. I yield.

Mr. DONNELL., Does the Senator re-
call that recently on the floor of the Sen-
ate, in discussion of the California case
to which reference was made, the point
was brought up as to the application of
the doetrine of that case to the Interna-
tional Trade Organization agreement.
I may say incidentally that this becomes
of importance because on that day the
distinguished senior Senator from
Georgia [Mr. Georcel expressed the
view—which I stated was somewhat
tentative, but on rereading his statement
appeared to be not merely tentative, but
quite clearly his opinion—that the In-
ternational Trade Organization agree-
ment should be considered as a treaty,
Does the Senator also recall that the
junior Senator from Colorado [Mr. ML~
LIKIN] urged very vigorously on the floor
that day that the International Trade
Organization agreement is a treaty and
should be considered as such?

Mr. FERGUSON. Yes.

Mr. DONNELL. And, of course, if the
International Trade Organization agree-
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ment is a treaty, and if the view of the
California court shall prevail, obviously
whatever is incorporated in the Inter-
national Trade Organization agreement
will become a part of the supreme law of
the land.

I ask, Mr. President, if the Senator
from Wisconsin will yield further?

Mr, WILEY, Iyield.

Mr. DONNELL. Does the Senator re-
call also that in the course of the argu-
ment on the North Atlantic Treaty some
months ago the Senator who is now
speaking made the point in substance
that contention may be made and may
be sustained that the North Atlantie
Treaty is the supreme law of the land;
going much farther than the United Na-
tions Charter itself along the line of
mandatory provisions, and that we may
be confronted sooner or later with the
very contentions that all these matters,
such as education and FEPC and civil
rights, antilynching, and so forth, are
already settled by reason of the fact that
we have become parties to the North At-
lantic Treaty and the United Nations
Charter? Does the Senator recall that?

Mr,. FERGUSON. Irecall that. That
is the reason I am saying what I am to-
day on the floor of the Senate. I hope
the Senate will not simply consider this
to be a technicality, It is a very funda-
mental question.

Mr. DONNELL. It is, indeed.

Mr. FERGUSON, It is a very funda-
mental question, and that is illustrated by
an editorial from which I wish to read
as follows:

The immediate consequence is that the
Communists now argue that the UN has
power to override the courts of the land and
to set aside criminal convictions imposed
in American jurisdictions.

This position has been taken by Eugene
Dennis, former national secretary of the
Communist Party, 10 convicted Hollywood
writers and directors, and several convicted
officials of the Joint Anti-Fascist Refugee
Committee, 8 Communist front, All are un-
der sentence for contempt of Congress in re=
fusing to answer questions or obey committee
subpenas, and Dennis has now been ordered
to start serving his term of 1 year.

The Communists are again claiming
that there is nothing to it; that it is
merely a camouflage and a smoke-screen.
But I think we ought to start to consider
what the effect of a treaty is upon the
law of the land. The matter is a serious
one.

Mr. DONNELL. Mr. President, will
the Senafor from Wisconsin yield fur-
ther? -

Mr, WILEY. I yield.

Mr. DONNELL. I apologize to the Sen-
ator from Wisconsin for infringing upon
his time, but I want to say that to my
mind the Senator from Michigan is per-
fectly right. There are some of us—or
at least one of us here—accused of being
overtechnical, and with some reason for
the complaint, perhaps. I am referring
to myself. But I desire to say that in
this matter we are considering the very
fundamentals of American law and of
international law. We are considering
the effect, first, of a treaty, and in the
second place, we are considering the ef-
fect of the United Nations Charter as a
treaty. In the next place ultimately we
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will be considering the effect of the North
Atlantic Treaty as a treaty, and, as is
pointed out by Mr. Krock in the article
to which the Senator from Wisconsin re-
ferred, and which will be found in full
at page 7203 of the CoNGRESSIONAL REC-
orD of May 18, 1950, we are entering upon
what Mr. Krock declares to be “one of
the foggiest areas of the law.”

Mr. President, with the consent of the
two Senators, may I read these words
from Mr. Krock? Says he, under date
of May 15:

The California court of appeal—

Incidentally, Mr. President, the Cali-
fornia court of appeals consists of three
judges, and the opinion was a unanimous
one. It was printed at great length and
with large headlines in the local publi-
cation similar to our Daily Record in St.
Louis, obviously it being considered in
California to be a publication of note, and
one on which lawyers particularly rely
and are interested in its notations with
respect to the calendars of the courts,
and so forth. Mr. Krock said:

The California Court of Appeals, when it
held that the Charter of the United Nations
supersedes the California alien land statute
because the Charter is a treaty, and a treaty
is “the supreme law of the land"—

Mr. Krock is there quoting from the
Constitution—
reentered one of the fogglest areas of the
law. The court said that, in adopting the
Charter as a treaty, the United States com=
mitted itself to the doctrine of equal rights
for all persons regardless of race, etc.; hence
Sei Fugli, a Japanese, may own and occupy
the California land he purchased regardless
of the fact that under the State law he
cannot.

If this ruling reaches and is upheld by the
Bupreme Court, and the Senate talks down
the administration’s bill for a Federal Fair
Employment Practice Commission, as is ex=
pected, many are asking why the substance
of the FEPC bill would not automatically
become the supreme law of the land also.
As George A. Benson, editorials editor of the
Toledo Times, pointed out the other day,
part A of article 55 and all of article 56 (of
the United Nations Charter) set forth the
doctrine of equal rights for all persons re-
gardless of race, religion, sex, and color, and
the United States has subscribed to this in
the form of a treaty—

And so forth. I simply want to em-
phasize what was said by the Senator
from Michigan. I strongly agree wifh
him, and I have no doubt from the fact
that the Senator from Wisconsin started
this discussion that he also concurs in
the view, that this is no mere technical
matter, but is one of fundamental law,
and one it highly behooves the Senate
of the United States, the press of the
Nation, the American Bar Association,
and all great leaders in legal matters,
to give the most earnest and careful and
searching attention and study. I am
very happy that this afternoon the feeble
efforts of the Senator from Missouri of
a few days ago have been so adequately
and fully supplemented by the remarks
of the Senator from Wisconsin and the
Senator from Michigan, in emphasizing
the fundamental importance—not mere
technical quibbling, but fundamental im-
portance—of the problem presented by
the California decision,

I thank the Senator,
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Mr, WILEY., Mr, President, I am very
sorry that I was not present the other
day when the distinguished Senator from
Missouri spoke.

However, when I read that particular
article, I was struck with its implications,
not particularly in regard to FEPC, but
in regard to what it might mean if there
came into the chair of the Chief Execu-
tive of our Nation one who had the over=
all concept that all the nations of the
world have the same philosophy, eco-
nomie, political, social, and religious—
whereas we know that they do not have,
However, Mr. President, consider the
possible consequences if we had such a
President who undertook to establish as
the supreme law of the land a treaty
containing provisions to that effect.

I am very happy to say that when I
was chairman of the Judiciary Commit-
tee I undertook to have the Supreme
Court’s decisions relative to the Constitu-
tion annotated and brought up to date.
That work is being done now. I think it
very important that that volume be on
the desk of every Senator.

There are various decisions holding
that the courts have no authority to
annul or disregard the provisions of
treaties unless they violate the Consti-
tution.

In that connection let me read from
article VI, page 576, of the annotations
of cases relative to the Constitution of
the United States, decided by the Su-
preme Court of the United States:

Treatles made by proper authority being
law, courts of justice have no right to annul
or disregard any of their provisions unless
they violate the Comstitution. It is their
duty to interpret and administer them ac-
cording to their terms; and in a broad and
liberal spirit calculated to make for perpetual
amity, so far as it can be done without sac-
rifice of individual rights or essential prin-
ciples of personal liberty. Nor can the Court
go behind a treaty, duly executed and rati-
fied, for the purpose of annuling its op-
eration,

A treaty binds the Nation in the aggregate
and all its subordinate authorities and
Jjudges, State as well as Federal.

All of these are Supreme Court deci-
sions, Mr. President.

I read further:

If a treaty is violated by a general statute,
it iz a matter of international concern, which
must be determined by treaty or by such
other means as enables one State to enforce
upon another the obligations of a treaty. A
court has no power to set itself up as the in-
strumentality for enforcing the provisions of
a treaty with a foreign nation which the
Government of the United States as a sov-
ereign power chooses to disregard.

There is a decision which means some-

ing.

I read further:

Nor can a citizen set up the breach of a
treaty to avold an obligation arising under
it. The power to declare it vold rests with
the Government.

If and when a new treaty is brought
before the Senate, I think that matter
will call for the earnest consideration
and study of every Senator.

We see now, especially in the light of
history, why many persons following the
First World War, in studying the ques-
tion of the proposal that we enter the
League of Nations, sensed dangers and
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attempted to have the United States re-
tain the right to impose limitations or
make interpretations in that connection.

I personally feel that in this challeng-
ing hour we cannot be too careful in re-
gard to the international instruments
which the Senate is called upon to ratify.

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. WILEY. I yield.

Mr. FERGUSON. I should like to
make a brief comment, if the Senator
will permit.

Since I have been a Member of the
Senate, and some time prior thereto,
there has appeared to be in the United
States a feeling that the Constitution is
an antique document and is not to be con-
sidered as the real, fundamental law of
the land. When the Constitution is re-
ferred to on the floor of the Senate or
when the Constitution is used in the
courts of justice, there often is a feel-
ing—as was expressed back in the
thirties—that “You eannot eat the Con-
stitution.”

In short, there is often a feeling that
no law should be binding upon the peo-
ple, that the people should be free, and
should be permitted by license to do as
they wish.

However, I think the time has come
when we, as a body, must give due con-
sideration to this great document, the
Constitution of the United States. Of
course, if it does not suit the times, we
should amend it in the regular way, as
provided in the Constitution itself,
rather than disregard it.

I am reminded today of the fact that
recently there appeared before the Ap-
propriation Committee representatives
of the Bureau of Standards, who told
how they were making research in re-
gard to the best means of preserving
the original Constitution of the United
States. They told how they were going
to make a glass container, holding cer-
tain chemicals, and so forth, so that
the Constitution, the aectual original
document, could be preserved for pos-
terity.

I stated on the committee record, as I
do now upon the floor of the Senate,
that I think there is something else
which all of us should preserve in that
connection, namely, the ideals and the
great principles of government which
are set forth in the Constitution, which
provides the system of checks and bal-
ances of power, divided among the thres
coordinate branches of Government—
the system which makes America the
great country it is.

After all, Mr. President, the Constitu-
tion provides for an economic and social
and political system which has no peer.

As we use the Bureau of Standards to
preserve the physical paper on which
the Constitution of the United States
is written, I say that the great Senate of
the United States should be working day
and night to preserve the principles of

_the Constitution and to see that there

is maintained in our land, as the Con-
stitution provides, equal justice under
law, rather than under men.

Mr. DONNELL. Mr., President, I
think this really an historic occasion,
this afternoon, when the Senator from
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Wisconsin and the Senator from Michi-
gan have so eloquently and powerfully
presented the importance of adhering
to the provision and principles of the
Constitution of the United States.

I am happy this afterncon to see the
flame of patriotism again burning bril-
liantly as the resuli of remarks and ex-
hortations and pleas such as those to
the Members of the Senate.

I know that all Members of the Sen-
ate, as well as all Memkbers of the House
of Representatives, will agree that they
should ever keep in mind the provision
of the Constitution that Senators and
Representatives shall be bound by oath
or affirmation to support the Constitu-
tion. I am sure that all of us agree that
that provision has a real, important
meaning, and that it means that we are
bound by oath to support the Consii-
tution in fact, as well as in word.

The distinguished Senator from Mich-
igan has referred to the importance of
keeping within constitutional bounds
the three cordinate branches or divi-
sions of our Covernment., What the
Senator has said should be kept eternal-
1y before our people, so that it will never
perish in our land, and so that the sig-
nificance and importance of the prin-
ciples he has enunciated will never be
lost to posterity.

Mr, President, in his Farewell Ad-
dress, George Washington said:

It is important likewise, that the habits
of thinking in a free country should inspire
caution in those intrusted with its adminis-
tration to confine themselves within their
respective constitutional spheres, avolding
in the exercise of the power of one depart-
ment to encroach upon another.

The Father of Our Country con-
tinued, as follows:

The spirit of encroachment tends to con-
eolidate the powers of all the departments
in one, and thus to create, whatever the form
of government, a real despotism. A just es-
timate of that love of power and proneness
to abuse it which predominate in the hu-
man heart, is sufiicient to satisfy us of the
truth of this position. The necessity of
reciprocal checks in the exercize of political
power, by dividing and distributing it into
different deporitories, and constituting each
the guardian of the public weal against in-
vasions of the others, has been evinced by
experiments ancient and modern; some of
them in our country and under our own
eyes.

Listen to this, Mr. President:

To precerve them must be as necessary as
to institute them. If, in the orinion of the
people, the distribution or modification of
the constitutional powers be in any particu-
lar wrong, let it be corrected by an amend-
ment in the way which the Constitution
designates. But let there be no change by
usurpation; for though this, in one instance,
may be the instrument of good, it is the
customary weapon by which free govern-
ments are destroyed. The precedent must
always greatly overbalance in permanent evil,
any partial or transient benefit which the use
can at any time yield.

Mr. President, may I recall these burn-

ing words of the first President of our:

country, the Father of his Country,
“First in war, first in peace, and first in
the hearts of his countrymen”? The
language which he used was as follows:

The basis of our political systems is the
right of the people to make and to alter their
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constitutions of government. But the con-
stitution which at any time exists, until
changed by an explicit and authentic act of
the whole people, is sacredly obligatory upon
all. The very idea of the power, and the
right of the people to establish government,
presuppose the duty of every individual to
obey the established government.

This afternoon, and on the other days
when we have been considering this Cali-
fornia decision, on the days when we
have been considering the grave ques-
tions which have come before the Senate,
adherence to the Constitution is funda-
mental. Anyone who undertakes to say
that they are merely technical questions
does not understand the theory of our
Government. It is necessary for the
preservation of our Nation that the Coa-
stitution be adhered to. I think the Sen-
ator from Michigan struck a strong note
when on the one hand he pointed out
the tendency which has been evident
doubtless in many quarters to regard it
as old-fogey and old-fashioned to place
emphasis on the Constitution. It is said
we are living in a new day. We are told
we are living in a day when we must
go ahead and when we must make prece-
dents. We are going forward. We are
going rapidly. We are going to project
everything, and we are going to do it
quickly.

Mr. President, it is decidedly unwise,
destructive of liberty, destructive of all
our constitutional rights and freedoms,
for our Nation to forget the Constitu-
tion of the United States.

I am happy this afternoon to hear
this emphasis from these two distin-
guished Senators, the Senator from
Wisconsin and the Senator from Mich-
igan, and I hope that every Senator will
read their remarks as they have uttered
them this afternoon, brilliantly and
powerfully emphasizing the absolute
importance, the absolutely final im-
portance, if you please, of the preserva-
tion of the Constitution.

Mr. President, but one more word and
I finish. We are confronted today with
all kinds of dangers, as we realize. We
are confronted with the danger of com-
munism. We are confronted with eco-
nomic problems. We are confronted
with the most tremendous difficulties
which perhaps, this country has ever
experienced. Let us throughout the
administration of our respective duties
keep our eyes centered on the welfare
of our Nation and on the fact, Mr. Pres-
ident, that the Constitution of the
United States is the real guide of our
faith and practice in the preservation
of the liberty of our country.

This afternoon I join with the two
distinguished Senators in hoping that
the flag behind the Presiding Ofiicer,
the emblem of the Constitution, may be
glorified and honored and may be treas-
ured by the Senate and by every Mem-
ber of the Congress, and that the people
of the United States may experience a
revivification of their devotion and ad-
herence to principles of that immortal
instrument which constitutes, as it dees,
the foundation of the law of our Nation.

Mr. DONNELL subsequently = said:
Mr, President, I ask unanimous consent
that immediately following the remarks
I made earlier in connection with the
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colloquy between the Senator from Wis-
consin, the Senator from Texas, the
Senator from Michigan, and myself,
there shall appear the following infor-
mation, which I think is important from
the standpoint of ready reference.

Beginning at page 5993 of the Recorp
of April 28, 1950, there appears a state-
ment by the present speaker regarding
the decision of the Court of Appeals of
California regarding the land law of
California,

The decision of the court itself be-
gins at page 6000, and is immediately
preceded by an article appearing in the
official publication in California with
respect to the deecision. ;

In the next place, on May 16, at page
7066 of the Recorp and following, is a
brief reference to an article in the New
York Times of May 14 with respect to an
analysis by Prof. Manley O. Hudson in-
cluded as an appendix to a petition for
rehearing filed by Attorney General
Howser in that case. The article ap-
pears on pages T066 and 7067 of the
REecorp of May 16, 1950,

Finally, the article by Mr. Arthur
Krock, entitled “The UN Charter and
the Discrimination Issue,” as it was pub-
lished in the New York Times of May
16, appears in the Recorp of May 18,
1850, at page 7203.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the request of the Senator
from Missouri? The Chair hears none,
and it is so ordered.

RELIEF OF THOSE SUFFERING FROM
RECENT FLOODS IN WINNIPEG AND
THE PROVINCE OF MANITOEA

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent to call up Senate
Concwrrent Resolution 89, and ask that
it be read.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
glerk will read the concurrent resolu-

on.

The legislative clerk read the concur-

rent resolution (S. Con. Res. §9), as fol-
lows:

Resolved, etc., That it 1s the sense of the
Congress. of the United States that the
President should direct the appropriate
agencles of the United States to make avall-
able immediately the fullest ald consistent
with law to the appropriate agencies of the
Dominion of Canada in order that the facil-
ities and resources of the United States may
assist the Dominion of Canada in giving ald
and rellef to those suflering as a result of
the recent disastrous flocds in the Province
of Manitoba, and especially in the city of
Winnipeg. The physical, financial, and
moral support of the United States should be
extended to the Canadlan people in their
hour of need not alone as an act of mercy
but as a natural and fitting expression of
the historie friendship and kinship of the
peoples of the United States and of Canada.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the present consideration of
the concurrent resolution?

Mr. HEILL, Mr. President, I myself, as
a Senateor from Alabama, have no ch-
jection to the resolution, but, in view of
the absence at the present time of the
distinguished majority leader, the Sena-
tor from Illinois [Mr. Lucas], and the
absence from the Chamber at this par-
ticular time of the distinguished Senator
from Texas [Mr. CoNNALLY], chairman
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of the Committee on Foreign Relations,
I feel that at the present time at least
I am constrained to, and I do, object.

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, will
the Senator withhold his objection for a
moment, in order that I may make a
statement? Y

Mr, HILL. I withhold the objection
momentarily.

Mr. WHERRY. I thank the Senator
from Alabama.

Mr. President, this resolution, pre-
sented by the junior Senator from Ne-
braska, provides relief for those suffer-
ing in the Province of Manitoba, and es-
pecially in the neighborhood of Winni-
peg. The Red River flows northward
from the United States into that area,
and, according to latest reports more
than 100,000 people have been evacuated,
by plane and otherwise. They are now
standing by in nearby communities,
awaiting relief. I should like to say, if
the Senator will permit, that the Red
Cross has sent observers into the
stricken territory, and they have al-
ready advised relatives with respect to
the suffering and the destruction, and
have offered their services. But, in ad-
dition to that, it seems to me that, as a
gesture of good will to our neighbor on
the north in this hour of disaster we at
least might give the physical, financial,
and moral support, within the limita-
tions which are provided in the resolu-
tion, and that the President should di-
rect the appropriate agencies of the
United States to make available imme-
diately the fullest aid consistent with
law to the appropriate agencies of the
Dominion of Canada, in order to provide
for the sufferers, on a temporary basis,
until the problems connected with this
disaster shall have been solved.

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. WHERRY. I will yield in a mo-
ment. I have but one more thing to say.
I brought up this resolution during the
emergency period. Twice the majority
leader has objected. He assigned no
reason except that he was not advised
of the resolution before I submitted it.
The last time he stated he not only had
not been advised, but that the State
Department had not consulted him.

Mr. President, as a Member of the
Senate, I may say that whether the dis-
tinguished majority leader was advised
makes no difference as to our rights and
prerogatives as Senators who are seek-
ing to help suffering humanity. The res-
olution was submitted in good faith, I
am quite certain that many Members of
the Senate would like to see it agreed to,
but, in view of the fact that the State
Department had not consulted the ma-
jority leader, I called the State Depart-
ment today. Of course, the Secretary of
State, as Senators know, is in Europe at
the present time, but I contacted the
Assistant Secretary of State, Mr. Mc-
Fall, a very courteous gentleman, and
asked him about this resolution. He
stated to me over the telephone substan-
tially the following:

The State Department certainly has no
objection to your Winnipeg relief resolution
and would like to see it adopted as a good-
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will gesture to Canada in the hour of disaster
which has struck the city of Winnipeg.

I thank Mr, McFall for his recoms-
mendation, and I thank the distin-
guished Senator from Alabama, who has
made it plain that so far as he is con-
cerned he is objecting, I understand, in
behalf of the majority leader,

Mr. HILL, I am making the objec-
tion, Mr. President, in view of the ab-
sence from the floor of the distinguished
majority leader and the distinguished
chairman of the Senate Committee on
Foreign Relations.

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the
Senator from Nebraska yield?

Mr. WHERRY. I yield.

Mr. FERGUSON. The Senator from
Nebraska appreciates, does he not, that
if the resolution is not agreed to during
the period of crisis, to adopt it later
would be merely an idle gesture? - That is
why it is important that it be considered
at this time.

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, rela-
tive to the observation just made by the
distinguished Senator from Michigan, I
may say the resolution is important. It
should have been acted upon at least
two days ago. In order to accomplish
the purposes of the concurrent resolu-
tion, I may say that to send it to a com=
mittee, or to send it here, there, or else-
where would be of no avail. If it cannot
be acted on tonight, it seems to me the
purpose of the resolution will have been
defeated. :

Mr, ENOWLAND. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. WHERRY. Iam glad to yield.

Mr. KNOWLAND. It also would be
possible, would it not, if the resolution
were allowed to be considered and were
agreed to, for notice of reconsideration
to be given?

Mr. WHERRY. Certainly.

Mr. ENOWLAND. So that, in the
event there were any fundamental ob-
jection by the majority leader or by the
chairman of the Foreign Relations Com-
mittee, the resolution could be kept
within the control of the Senate when
the Senate meets on Monday, could it
not?

Mr. WHERRY. That is correct. I
thank the Senator.

Mr. HILL., Mr. President, in view of
the fact that the distinguished majority
leader has previously objected to the
consideration of the resolution, in view of
the fact that he is not on the floor at
this time, and in view of the fact that
the distinguished chairman of the For-
eign Relations Committee is not present,
I am constrained to object, and I do
object.

INVESTIGATION OF LAWS AND PROCE-
DURES WITH RESPECT TO INVESTIGA-
TION AND PUNISHMENT OF SEXUAL
PERVERSION PRACTICES IN THE DIS-
TRICT OF COLUMBIA

Mr. HILL, Mr, President, at a meeting
this afternoon of a subcommittee of the
District of Columbia Appropriations
Committee a motion was unanimously
agreed to by that subcommittee, the mo-
tion being offered by the Senator from

7329

Wyoming [Mr. O'ManonEY], which is as
follows:

Whereas the evidence before this coms-
mittee submitted by the chalrman, Senator
HiILL, and by the Senator from Nebraska, Mr,
WHERRY, in their respective reports, both
written and oral, clearly indicates that exist=
ing laws and procedures with respect to
the investigation and punishment of sexual
pervision practices in the District of Colum-
bia, and with respect to the employment of
homosexual and other moral perverts in
government are inadequate: Therefore be it

Resolved by this subcommittee, That it
unanimously agrees to introduce in the Sen-
latei of the United States the following reso-
ution.

Mr. President, out of order, I submit
the resolution unanimously agreed to by
the members of the subcommittee and
ask that at this point in the REcorp the
resolution be printed in full.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? The Chair hears none, and
it is so ordered.

The resolution (S. Res. 280) submit-
ted by Mr. Hmn (for himself, Mr,
WHERRY, Mr. O’'MAHONEY, Mr. FERGUSON,
Mr. MayBaNK, Mr, McCLELLAN, MTr.
Youwe, Mr. HUNT, Mr. HENDRICKSON, and
Mr. Frear) is as follows:

Resolved, 'That the Committee on
———, or any duly authorized subcom-
mittee thereof, is authorized and directed
to make a full and complete study and in-
vestigation of (a) the alleged employment
by the departments and agencies of the
Government of homosexuals and other moral
perverts, and (b) the preparedness of au-
thorities of the District of Columbia, as well
as the appropriate authorities of the Federal
Government within the District of Columbia
for the protection of life and property
against the threat to security, inherent in
the employment of such perverts by such
departments and agencies. The committee
shall report to the SBenate at the earliest
practicable date the results of its study and
investigation, together with such recom-
mendations for legislation as it may deem
desirable.

For the purposes of this resolution, the
committee or any duly authorized subcom-
mittee thereof is authorized to employ upon
a temporary basis such technical, clerical,
and other assistants as it deems advisable,
The expenses of the committee under this
resolution, which shall not exceed 8 s
shall be paid from the contingent fund of
the Senate upon vouchers approved by the
chairman of the committee,

Mr. HILL. I wish also to advise the
Senate that copies of the reports referred
to in the motion are available in the
Committee Room of the Senate Commit-
tee on Appropriations.

Mr. FERGUSON, Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. HILL. I yield.

Mr. FERGUSON.
been made public?

Mr. HILL. They have, and they have
been released to the press.

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. President, I
join in the resolution, because I helieve
the evidence was so shocking that action
should be taken immediately. The per-
sons described in the resolution should
not be employed by the United States
Government. There can be no gquestion
that there are security risks involved,
and that immediate steps should be

Have the reports
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taken that such persons shall not be em-
ployed by the Government.

Mr. WHERRY. Mr, President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. HILL. I yield.

Mr. WHERRY. As a member of the
subcemmittee to which the Senator has
referred, I deeply appreciate the fact
that the reports have been made public.
I think every Senator should read them
and study them, and it is my sincere hope
that the committee to which the resoiu-
tion will be referred will act promptly to
carry cut the recommendations found
in the report.

I join with the distinguished Senator
from Michigan in the chservations he has
made, and I am quite satisfied that I
express the opinion of the members of
the committee who unanimously sup-
ported the motion immediately to sub-
mit in the Senate the resolution calling
for a complete investigation not only of
the laws and procedures, but also of Gov-
ernment employees who are alleged
homosexuals or other moral perverts. I
hope that the members of the committee
will not only read the report, but will
subpoena those who testified when the
evidence was adduced, and will imme-
diately consider the allegations made in
the reports and the resolution.

Mr. HILL. Mr, President, the action
of the committee was unanimous in or-
dering release of the reports referred to,
and, as I have already stated, it was
unanimous requesting that the resolu-
tion be offered in the Senate.

Mr. HENDRICKSON. Mr, President,
will the Senator yield?

Mr. HILL. I yield to my distinguished
friend from New Jersey.

Mr, HENDRICKSON. Mr. President,
I desire to associate myself with the re-
marks of the minority leader and of the
distinguished Senator from Alabama,

Mr., HILL., Mr, President, I ask that
the resolution be appropriately referred.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
-HumpHeREY in the chair). The Chair
thinks there will have to be a conference
concerning the reference of the resolu-
tion. There seems to be an element in
the resolution which would call for its
reference to the Committee on Post Of-
fice and Civil Service, and another which
might require it to be referred to the
Judiciary Committee. The Chair thinks
it would be better to make the reference
after a consultation.

Mr. WHERRY. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr, HILL, I yield.

Mr, WHERRY., It was my thought
that inasmuch as the Judiciary Com-
mittee had handled the matter of sub-
versives, and so forth, possibly the sub-
ject matter would be such as would . re-
quire the resolution to be referred to the
Judiciary Committee. I make that
simply as an observation before the reso-
lution is referred.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair will say that in view of the juris-
diction of the Committee on Expendi-
tures in the Executive Departments the
resolution might be subject to considera-
tion by that committee. So there are
three committees to any one of which the
resolution might be referred.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER subse-
quently said: The Chair would like to
advise that the resolution presented by
the Senator from Alabama will lie on the
table pending the decision of the Vice
President.

FRENCH-GERMAN PARTNERSHIP AND AN
INTERNATIONAL SUPERSTATE

Mr. JENNER. Mr. President, it is al-
ways a cause for encouragement when a
bold, imaginative statesmanlike sugges-
tion arises out of the wezlter of existing
international confusion.

I refer to the completely unanticipated
proposal by the French foreign minister,
Robert Schuman, of a French-German
partnership to solve not only the German
problem, but the problem of Europe as a
whole.

I want to quote from this proposal to
show how far-reaching its objectives
really are:

The uniting of European nations requires
that the age-old opposition between France
and Germany be culminated.

The French Government proposes that the
entire French-German productlon of coal
and steel be placed under a joint high au-
thority, within an orgenization open to the
participation of other European natlons.

Community of production * * *
L L L]

will
show that war between France and
Germeny becomes not only unthinkable but,
in actual fact, impossible. * * *

This proposal will create the first concrete
foundation for a European federation.

Mr, President, I bring this matter fo
the attention of my colleagues because I
believe it contains the first really con-
structive idea that has emerged on the
diplomatic scene since the end of the
war, for a peaceful settlement of the
European problem, and the first honest
attempt on the part of European nations
to get together in their determination to
stop the spread of communism,

I feel it would be a tragedy if the
United States Government and the
United States Senate should now fail to
take advantage of this proposal and
should fail to lend it every encourage-
ment and support.

Although this proposal passed the
French cabinet by only one vote, it rep-
resents a historic step toward genuine
reconciliation of age-long Franco-Ger-
man rivalry.

In addition, Mr. President, Winston
Churchill has now urged the British
Government to endorse this plan, and
western Germany’s cabinet has ap-
proved this plan in principle, and at
this very moment the French premier,
Paul Reynaud, is in Bonn preparing to
open preliminary discussion on the ques-
1éion of how to put this plan into opera-

ion.

Mr. President, I believe the Senate
Foreign Relations Committee at its
earliest convenience should take this
proposal under advisement, and, in the
spirit in which it has been made, lend
the basie principles underlying this pro-
posal its wholehearted support.

I believe this matter to be so urgent
because this French proposal lays the
foundation for genuine self-help in re-
viving Europe’s war-shattered economic
and financial structure. It is a keystone
cn which genuine self-help can become
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the moving force behind genuine Euro-
pean movement, which will restore di-
plomacy to a level of voluntary coopera-
tion and mutual consent.

Such a development, Mr. President,
would be entirely in keeping with the
traditional objectives of American for-
eign policy. It would restore the founda-
tion of a system of sovereign and inde-
pendent states who are free to cooperate
and who are free to work out their own
destiny by solving their mutual problems
for the attainment of mutual goals.

Such a development would make it
possible once more for America to coop-
erate with free and sovereign peoples, or
with .federations of peoples that have
been voluntarily entered into. This is
the direction in which I bealieve our for-
eign policy must move if we are to stop
the spread of communism and preserve
our form of government and our way of
life,

Mr. President, there is another de-
velopment, however, which is in the op-
posite direction and which gives added
urgency to the need for implementing
this French proposal for a genuine peace
with Germany. I speak of the report
from London, of May 16, 1950, concern-
ing thé steps which the foreign min-
isters of the 12 North Atlantic Treaty
powers are now in the process of tak-
ing. According to yesterday’s Washing-
ton Post, they are expected to set up a
new committee to coordinate their de-
fense and economic problems.

A short time ago discussion cceurred
as to where we were heading and what
we were doing to the Constitution of
the United States. When we were de-
bating the North Atlantic Pact, the dis-
tinguished Senator from Missouri called
the attention of this body very foreibly
to the possible implications which he
thought might come about as a result
of that treaty. Mr. President, one need
only refer to article 2 and article 3 of
the North Atlantic Pact to see exactly
what is happening in London., In part,
article 2 provides:

They will seek to eliminate conflict in
their international economie policies and will

encourage economic collaboration between
any or all of them,

Article 3 says:

In order more effectively to achieve the
objectives of this treaty, the parties, sepa-
rately and jointly, by means of continuous
and effective self-help and mutual aid, wilk
maintain and develop their individual and
collective capacity to resist armed attack.

I continue to read from this dispateh:

The proposed committee Is expected to bear
the main'responsibility for reconciling the
demands of the military leaders with the
civilian requirements of the 12 nations' po-
litical and financial leaders.

This means the committee’s influence may
be greater than that of almost any other
international body. It would be author-
ized, subject to the views of member gov-
ernments, to deal with issues that strike
at the basis of national sovereignty, It
presumably would assess and allocate de-
fense and economic requirements as a unit,
not on the basis of the needs of each country.

Mr. President, such a communiqué is
frightening, if it means what it says, and
if it accurately describes the steps which
now are being taken, by Mr. Acheson,
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Yet such seems to be the case, Mr.
President, for in today’s Washington
Times-Herald, a United Press dispatch
reveals that the Atlantic Pact foreign
ministers have approved just such a pro-
posal. This dispatch goes on to state:

The plan would require history’s greatest
peacetime surrender of national sovereignty.

We are not supposed to be surrender=-
ing our national sovereignty when we en-
tered the United Nations. As a matter
of fact, the United States was the coun-
try which insisted upon the veto in or=-
der to protect our national sovereignty.
Yet here. we find an agreement entered
into by Dean Acheson, our Secretary of
State, which would require history’s
greatest peacetime surrender of national
sovereignty.

Yesterday's Washington Post com-
ments on this unprecedented develop-
ment by saying:

Probably the most significant aspect of to-
day's decision involves the willingness of the
North Atlantic powers to sacrifice major fea-
tures of their sovereignty in the organization
of common defense and economic policies.

What is to come out of this semi-super-
state? They will say what they want.
They would take from us what they ask.
Whatever is left for us would be rationed
among our people, because we would give
up our national sovereignty., We would
have nothing to say about it.

The New York Times in its editorial
today states that the plan “demands not
only a considerable sacrifice of national
sovereignty”—the New York Times rec-
ognizes that we are giving up our na-
tional sovereignty——

Mr. DONNELL. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. JENNER. I yield.

Mr. DONNELL. Did the Senator ob-
serve, a week or two weeks ago, a speech
by the President of the United States in
which he referred to the fact that we are
giving up some of our sovereignty?

Mr. JENNER. Ido not believe I did.

Mr. DONNELL. I hesitate to quote it
verbatim. I could not do so. However,
I have a very clear recollection of see-
ing a statement by the President himself,
or at least a statement in the press to the
effect that he did make the statement,
that we are giving up some of our sov-
ereignty.

Mr. JENNER. Mr. President, I believe
it is a deliberate attempt and I think
every step our Government is taking is
a deliberate attempt to do the very thing
that they are now about to accomplish,
which is to create a world semi-super-
state, destroy the national sovereignty of
our country, and let our interests, both
economic and defense, be tied to the in-
terest of the rest of the world.

Mr. President, I quote further from the
New York Times editorial:

What is needed above all is a new faith
transcending national loyalty, and a dedica-
tion to the larger cause of freedom, to provide
an international army with the morale that
alone can make it a real fighting force,

Mr. President, if this is the direction in

~ which we have been maneuvered during
the last few days in the London Foreign
Ministers North Atlantic Conference by
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our own State Department, it amounts
to traffic in treason. p

For this mew grand scheme, against
which I warned the American people
during my last speech on the Marshall
plan, amounts to a deliberate attempt to
force America into an international
semi-superstate, without either the ad-
vice or consent or knowledge of the
United States Senate, the Congress, or
the American people.

For this new council is in the process
of completely repudiating all of the sol-
emn assurances which have been given
us concerning where our international
program is leading. We were told the
Marshall plan would provide for the eco-
nomic needs of Europe and the North
Atlantic Pact would provide for its mili-
tary defense. Now we are being told
only a super, super international organ-
ization, with international controls, and
international allocation of raw materials,
manpower, markets, and war matériel,
with our own sovereignty thrown out the
window, can meet the needs which now
have arisen out of the cold war,

Mr., DONNELL., Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. JENNER. I yield to the Senator
from Missouri.

Mr. DONNELL. The Senator referred
to the debate on the North Atlantic
Treaty, in which the Senafor himself
participated most vigorously and power=-
fully. I ask the Senator whether he re-
calls that in the course of that debate
reference was made to testimony by
Judge Patterson, by Hon. William Clay-
ton, and by former Justice Owen J,
Roberts, in advocacy of a world feder-
ation.

Mr. JENNER. I recall that, in sub-
stance. World federation is where we
are headed, and if this proposal goes
through, that is where we will be. In-
deed, we are already there, and neither
the Senator from Missouri nor any other
Member of Congress, nor the American
people, will have anything to say about
it, or even any knowledge of it.

We are in an international superstate,
not for our defense, but our economic in-
terest is tied into it. I say again, the
other nations will tell us what they
want, and we will ration what is left for
our own people in this Nation.

Mr. President, if the reports of the
steps now being taken in London, by our
Secretary of State and his bipartisan ad-
visers, are true, these men are deliber-
ately forcing America into a permanent
partnership, with the Atlantic Pact na-
tions, and sentencing our economic, our
financial, our military, and our political
future to a life sentence in an Atlantic
community concentration camp.

I know of no more pressing problem
that now needs to be fully explored, dis-
cussed, and exposed than these steps
which are taking us, day by day, ever
deeper down the road into an interna-
tional semi-super-state.

Mr. President, is it not the duty now
of the Foreign Relations Committee of
the Senate to explore this matter fully,
and report its findings and recommenda-
tions to the United States Senate and
the American people, before this interna-
tionalist bobby-trap door is slammed
shut behind us once and for all?
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Mr. President, I know there is prob-
ably no use in my raising my voice, be-
cause if the responsible officials take the
Congress into consideration, they will
come to us with the same old-time
worn phrase, “After all, you made a
moral commitment. You do not dare
let Dean Acheson and these planners
down now. You have to march along.
You have to goose-step. We cannot
break our word. We cannot break our
faith. You have to give up your liberties
and economic freedom, and fight a cold
war.”

How many times have we heard that?
Here it is again, a step in the final direc-
tion of an international super state, that
ties America’s interests in with these
other nations, not only in defense, but
ties our economic interests in with them.
I think it is deplorable, I think it should
be explored, I think the hour is late,
indeed, I think it is too late, but some-
thing should be done in the interest of
this Nation, our form of government,
and our people.

EXECUTIVE SESSION

Mr. HILL. I move that the Senate
proceed to the consideration of execu-
tive business.

The motion was agreed to; and the
Senate proceeded to the consideration
of executive business.

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED

The PRESIDING OFFICER laid before
the Senate messages from the President
of the United States submitting sundry
nominations, which were referred to the
appropriate committees.

(For nominations this day received,
see the end of Senate proceedings.)

EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF A COMMITTEE

The following favorable reports were
submitted: L

By Mr. THOMAS of Utah, from the Com-
mittee on Foreign Relations:

Executive G, Eighty-first Congress, second
session, a protocol prolonging for 1 year after
August 31, 1949, the International Agree=-
ment Regarding the Regulation of Produce
tion and Marketing of Bugar, signed at
London on May 6, 1937; favorably (Ex. Rept.
No. 1);

Executive H, Eighty-first Congress, first
session, a protocol bringing under inter-
national control drugs outside the scope of
the convention of 1831, which limits the
manufacture and regulates the distribution
of mnarcotle drugs; favorably (Ezx Rept.
No. 2);

Executive C, Eighty-first Congress, second
session, a protocol amending the 1904 Agree-
ment for the Suppression of the Circulation
of Obscene Publications, signed for the
United States on May 4, 18489, and trans-
mitted to the Senate on January 8, 1950;
favorably (Ex. Rept. No. 8); and

Executive B, Eighty-first Congress, second
session, a protocol amending the 1904 agree-
ment for the Suppression of the White Slave
Traffic, signed for the United States on May
4, 1949, and transmitted to the Benate on
January 9, 1950; favorably (EX. Rept. No. 4).

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If there
be no further reports of committees, the
clerk will state the nominations on the
Executive Calendar.

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY

The legislative clerk read the nomina-
tion of Earl Dallam Johnson to be Assist-
ant Secretary of the Army.
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Mr, DONNELL, Mr. President, may I
inquire of the distinguished acting ma-
jority leader whether it is his intention
to move, with respect to any of the nomi-
nations on today’s Executive Calendar,

“that the President be notified of the con-
firmations?

Mr. HILL. It is not my intention. I
will not make that request, and will not
S0 move.

Mr. DONNELL. It had been my in-
tention, should the acting majority lead-
er have asked for notification of the
President, to reiterate briefly the reasons
set forth on pages 7114 and 7115 of the
REecorp of May 16, 1950, in opposition to
and in objection to such a request or
suggestion of notification of the Presi-
dent,

In the second place, it was my inten-
tion to add to the reasons assigned on

pages 7114 and 7115 this language from .

the Supreme Court of the United States

in the case of Uniled States v. Smith -

(286 U. S., loc. cit. 34) :

But paragraph 4 of the same rule con=-
templates that normally such notification
shall be withheld, until the expiration of the
time limited for making a motion to recon-
sider, and if a motion be made, until the

disposition thereof; for it declares that noti- -

fication shall be so withheld *‘unless other-
wise ordered by the Senate.”

Mr. President, I do not object to the
confirmation of the nomination of Earl
Dallam Johnson.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the nomination is confirmed.

COMMODITY CREDIT CORPORATION

The legislative clerk read the nomina-
tion of Harold K. Hill to bz a member of
the Board of Directors of the Commodity
Credit Corporation.

Mr. DONNELL. Mr, President, may I
inguire of the Senator from Alabama if
it meets his approval that that nomina-
tion be passed over this evening?

Mr. HILL. I would not say that it
would meet my approval, but I would say
that the Senator would be well within his
rights and would be following many
precedents if he did ask that it go over.

Mr. DONNELL. I do so ask, and the
request is made in order to protect the
possible desire of a Senator on this side
of the aisle to be heard with respect to
the nomination.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the nomination will be passed
over.

THE MARINE CORPS

The legislative clerk proceeded to read
sundry nominations in the Marine Corps.

Mr. HILL., Mr. President, I ask that
the nominations in the Marine Corps be
considered and confirmed en bloe. They
are all routine nominations."

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the nominations in the Marine
Corps are confirmed en bloc.

That concludes the nominations on the
Executive Calendar.

RECESS TO MONDAY

Mr, HILL. I move that the Senate, as
in legislative session, stand in recess until
12 o’clock noon on Monday next.

The motion was agreed to; and (at 6
o’clock and 20 minutes p. m.) the Senate
took a recess until Monday, May 22, 1950,
at 12 o'clock meridian,
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NOMINATIONS

Executive nominations received by the
Senate May 19 (legislative day of March
29), 1950:

CoLLECTOR OF CUSTOMS

V. Allan Hubbard, of Chaflee, Mo., to be
collector of customs for customs collection
district No. 45, with headquarters at St.
Louis, Mo,, to fill an existing vacancy,

IN THE ARMY

Lt. Gen. James Alward Van Fleet, 03847
{major general, U. 8. Army), for appoint-

ment as commanding general, Second Army,
with the rank of lieutenant general, under -

the. provisions of section 504 of the Officer
Personnel Act of 1947.

In THE Navy
The following-named oifficers of the Navy

for temporary appoiniment to the grade of .

rear admiral:
Frederic S. Withington
William V. O'Regan

CONFIRMATIONS

March 29), 1950:
Dzrmmn\"r OF THE ARMY .

Eorl Dallam Johnson to be Assistant Secre-

tary of the Army.
In THE MARINE CCRPS
PERMANENT APPOINTMENT TO THE GRADE OF
MAJOR GENERAL
Oliver P. Smith

TEMPORARY APFOINTMENTS TO THE GRADE OF
MAJOR' GENERAL, SUBJECT TO QUALIFICATION
THEREFOR AS PROVIDED BY LAW
Willlam E, Riley
Robkert H. Pepper

PERMANENT APPOINTMENTS TO THE GRADE OF
ERIGADIER GENERAL

Harry B. Liversedge
Walter W. Wensinger

TEMFORARY APPOINTMENT TO THE GRADE OF
ERIGADICR GEMERAL, SUBJECT TO QUALIFICATION
THEREFOR AS PROVIDED BY LAW

James H. Strother George F. Good, Jr,
Raymond P. Coffman Merrill B. Twining
James A: Stuart

PERMANENT APPCINTMENTS TO THE GRACE OF
COLONEL

James M. Masters, Sr,
William A. Kengla
Wilbur J. McNenny
Rokert O, Bowen

Eustace R. Smoak
Sidney S. Wade
Guy M. Morrow
Paul E. Wallace
James F. Climie

PERMANENT AFPPOINTMENTS TO THE CGRADE OF
.LIEUTENANT COLONEL, SUBJECT TO GUALIFICA-
TION THEREFCR AS PROVIDED BY LAW

Marlin C. Martin, Jr.
Pauline E. Perate
PERMANENT APPOINTMENTS TO THE GRADE OF
DMAJOR, SUBJECT TO QUALIFICATION THEREFOR
AS PROVIDED BY LAW
Albert Hartman George M. Faser
Robert B. Carney, Jr. Willlam M. Johnston,

Frank Johnson Jr,
Merwin H. Silverthorn,Fred J. Gilhuly
Jr. Frank H. Brinkman

William L. Dick
Joseph E. Fogg
Fred F. Harbin
Victor F. Wojeik
John V. Downs

Henry P. Huff
John E. Worlund
John N. Swartley
Marshall C. Gregory
Herbert E. L. Zastrow
Edward L. Roberts Thomas L. Randall
‘Walter Gall ~ Joseph 8. Gardner
George H. Linnemeier Robert G. McMaster
John M. Walker, Jr. Herman Poggemeyer,
John G. McAllister Jr,
Thomas D. Stockwell,Allen C. Hendley

Jr. Robert H. Twisdale
Henry M. Bourgeois Robert B. Laing

. John.P, Grando

" David W. Thomson

' Carl E. Walker

- Wayman H. Imus

May 19

John W. Bowman Stanley S. Hughes
Richard L. Sullivan- Robert E. Eelly
George W. McHenry, William Pelon

Jr. William N. Case
Angus J. Cronin Charles W. Eorf
William C. Chip John E. Hays

Joseph F. Donahoe, Jr. Archie D. Simpson
Morris R. Snead Donald D. Eennedy
Ralph H, Spanjer John H. Carroll
Harold A. Langstaff, Jr.Frank Mick
Arthur R. Boag John Lowman, Jr.
Ernest P. Freeman, Jr,

FEIMANENT APPOINTMENTS TO THE GRADE OF
MAJOR FOR LIMITED DUTY, LUBJECT TO QUAL=
IFICATION THEREFOR AS FROVIDED BY LAW

Ralph H. Hobbs Bamuel L. Slocum
Caryll A. Price Josenh C. Schwalke
William P, Watson  Beldon Lidyard
George T, Perschau  John F. Ricard
Robert L. Dickey Michael J. Sisul
Rchart E! Wall Albert H. Kelth
James P. Evans Irvin H. Elrod
Michael J, Hogan Walter H. Eastham
--Rayinond. F. Gotko

Arthur J. Noonan Robert. G. Straine

_ TEMPORARY APPOINTMEN‘PIS TO . THE GRADE OF

Executive nominations confirmed by -
the Senate May 19 (legislative day of -

MAJOR, SUZJECT TO QUALIFICATIONS THERE=
FOR AS FROVIDED BY LAW

Clarence B, Kyle James B. Shimel
Milton D. Hill Stuast F. B. Woed
Jchn M. Kusiak Robert L. Willlams
Harry .J. T. Ellzey Vernet R. Fitzgerald
John K. Hogan Walter Sandusky
George E. Wasson Donald W. Swanson
Perecy F. Avant, Jr. Clifford A. Fairbairn
David R, Moak Earl W. Dunsmoor
Alfred G, Carlson Joseph H. Madey
Thomas A: Durham, Alan M. Stewart

Jr. Clarence S. Wick
Jefferson D. Smith, Jr, Charles W. Byers
John I. Loy William Oberhcft
Frank C. Caldwell Gordon L. Rea
John A, Conway Lester D. Cox
Henry L. Enopes
Harry V. Leasure Nicholas P. Lengyel
David W. McFarland John R. Gray
John J. Jarvis, Jr. Dewey D. Raynor
Robert B. Prescott Felix T. P. Michaells
John T. Quinn Eenneth L. Shaw
Maynard W. Schmidt Wilson D. Haigler
Laurence A. Duensing
John L. Tobin John C. MeClelland,
Michael Mosteller Jr.
Charles C. Henderson Jesse L. Massey
Frank E. Sullivan William O. Adams
Robert E. Baldwin Willard T. Henry
Paul C. Trammell Frederick E. Sparling
Horace W. Card, Jr. Frederick Bove .
Charles 8. Rumbold Paul H. Mikkelsen
Howard I. Dunlap Joz B. Wrenn
Theodore Edwards Ralph Barefcot
William E. Mitchell Oscar W. Cargile
James D, Connolly Bert A. Green
Leon E. Matthews John Emolinskl
Bornard E. Kilday
Lawrence R. Darner
James C. Wilson

Clifton L, See
Robert P. Warner
Roy L. Green

PERMANENT APPOINTMENTS TO THE GRADE OF
MAJOR, SUBJECT TO QUALIFICATION THEREFOR
AS FROVIDED BY LAW
Margaret M. Henderson
Elzle E. Hill

PERMANENT APPOINTMENTS TO THE GRADE OF
CAPTAIN

Edward H. Rice Richard E. Moody
Charles W. Weitzel, Jr.Boyce L. Lassiter
Dantel R. Kingsley Gecorge L. Wineriter
Albert H. Risner Willlam M. Sigler, Jr.

PERMANENT APPOINTMENTS TO THE GRADE OF
CAPTAIN FOR LIMITED DUTY, SUBJECT TO
QUALIFICATION THEREFOR AS PROVIDED BY LAW

Walter P. Landis Conrad J. Morgan

John H. Tomlinson  Dudley J. Hagen

Howard E. Morris David R. McGrew, Jr.

Lornie Leslie Charles M. Whitley

St. Clair Tant Russell Tarver

Bill E. Grimes
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TEMPORARY APPOINTMENTS TO THE GRADE OF

CAPTAIN, SUBJECT TO

QUALIFICATION THERE=-

FOR AS PROVIDED BY LAW

Merle G. Richard
Ralph G. Eregoski
William H. Beckett
Mercer R. Smith
Donald J. Hallameyer
John 8. Perrin
Philip J. Eeleher
Gerald D. Allen
Gene M. Badgley
Richard 8. Togerson
George E. Petro
Samuel F. Martin
John E. Purvis
Ralph M. Head
Gilbert A. Barrett
Darwin B. Pond, Jr.
Edwin T. Carlton
Paul N, Taylor
Samuel E. Helm, Jr.
Marvin L. Berg
Joseph T. Murphy
Harvy C. Hinckel
Emidio Briganti
John McCabe
Walter J, Klimek
Charles R. Leuts, Jg.,
Allen R. Semb

John F. Sutkus
Wayne E. Wolcott
Kenneth T. Dykes
‘I‘W‘!l Ilcll m

Roy J. Leite, Jr,
Bamuel G. Beal
John 8. Bostwick
Edgar P. Holt
Edward M. Fleming
Alfred F. McCaleb, Jr,
Walter C. Stewart, Jr.
Walter D, Phillips, Jr.
Ernest W. Payne
Robert W. Allen
Bennett W. Alford
Paul A. S8chmuck, Jr.
John H. Thomas
Goodwin C. Groft
James W. Bateman
William R. Gould
Norman C. Wiley
Arthur O. Schmagel
Leroy A. Seipp

John W. Sullivan

Richard C. Andrews

BEill E. Horner

George A. Phillips
Arthur W. Ecklund
William E. Register
Lee R. Miller

Edward H. Walker
Paul W. Beabaugh
George H. Cearley, Jr.
Owen G. Jackson, Jr.
Elmer J. Zorn

James D. Johnsan, Jr.
John N. Snapper
Wilbur O. Nelson
Philip A. Davis
Daniel G. Murray
George W. Parker
Charles T. Caldwell
William P. Brown, Jr,
Frank J. O'Hara, Jr.
Dale L. Ward

Russell A, Andres
John DeCloud
Arthur W. Newendorp
Byron C. Allison
John M. Jagoda
‘Thomas A. Gribbin I
Albert A. Grasselll
George J, Collins
George E. Mouzakis
Charles W. Egan
Charles E. Boswell, Jr.
Ralph P. Ward, Jr.
Robert L. Smith
Leland C. Ritter
Merlin L. Dake
Charles R. Howe
Eugene W, Meyer
John J. Fischer

Jack A. Miller
Eenneth G. Fiegener
Donald A. Panska
Charles C. Angle

Guy M. Washburn
Lenhrew E. Lovette
Richard J. Sullivan
Robert F, Warren
Roderick J. Munro
Henry G. Holmes, Jr,
Ruel H. Corley, Jr.
Harry F. Painter

Richard A. Winters John M. McLaurin, Jr.

Jr,
Charles H. Coppedge
Bamuel “J" Griffin
Robert P. Marr
Edward D. Smith
Harrel K. Jobe
Robert W. Shirley
Edwin Pendrey
George 5. Mansfield
William J. Halligan
Richard A. Ward
Charles A. Salser
Albert Fowler
Stone W. Quillian
Charles F. Dizney
Harold W. Hawking
Grady W. Ray
Nicholas J. Dennis
Donald E. Francke
Charles H. Gould
Lynn F. Williams
Howard Ferguson, Jr.
Harry B. Hanson
Eenneth E. Hunting-

ton
Frank K. Reilly, Jr.
Roland 8. Helstrom
George H. Albers
Norman R. Reichwald
Jesse R. Crone
Willlam A. Danckaert
Elmer Amundson
John W. Johnson
Donald Conroy
Bertram “E" Cook, Jr.
Jerry B. Smith

Urban A. Lees
William Bradford
Clarence H. Schmid
Bernard J, Stender
Charles D. Dawkins, Jr.
Thomas E. Cooney
Lewis E. Bolts
Donald F. Mileson
Oliver J. Koester
‘Ward L. Hocper
Robert B. Robinson
Lawrence R, Denham
Alexander Wilson
Robert D, Green
Dwain L. Redalen
Jefferson A. Davis, Jr,
Robert J. Wright
Harold G. McRay
Eenneth L. Anstock
Russell G, Patterson,
Jr. .
Richard B. Newport
Cornelius T. Mont-
gomery, Jr.
Harvey E. Wendt
Harry O. Taylor
Robert J. Graham
Varge G. Frisbie
John F. McMahon, Jr.
Jack H. Hagler
James W. Ferris
Robert King, Jr.
Roland B. Heilman
Henry J. Jadrich
William L. Atwater, Jr.
Walter E. Daniel

Danlel P. Githens, Jr. John O. Eaylor
Forrest “I" Townsend Richard H. Peacock
Willlam H. Bortz, Jr. Thomas E. Mulvihill
Harry G. C. Henne-Otis R. Waldrop
berger Clark Ashton
William Whitehill Thomas H. Hughes
Earl A, Trager, Jr. Casimir C. Ksycewskl
Willlam P. Brown William J. Peter, Jr.
Robert “J” Zitnik Donald 8. McClellan
Arnold W. Barden Joseph F. Kirby, Jr.
William H. Roley Elmer F. Eoehler
Don G. Derryberry John L. Greene
Crawford B. Malone Dail D. Fine
John J. Hill IIT Eenneth L. Fellows
George Mottl Judson J. Bradway
Joseph B. DeHaven  Dennis E. Byrd
Dan C. Holland Raymond H. W. Pett
Sylvester F. Leis “J"."E" Wellman
James E. Meehan Herbert N. Rapson
William R. Lucas Joseph Northrup
Robert E. McCarville William J. Eopas
Walter N. Roark, Jr.

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Fripay, May 19, 1950

The House met at 12 o’clock noon.
The Chaplain, Rev. Bernard Bras-
kamp, D. D., offered the following prayer:

Eternal God, our Heavenly Father,
who art of all friends the nearest, of all
counselors the wisest, of all helpers
the ablest and most willing, we rejoice
that in Thee our loftiest aspirations
and deepest longings find their answer.

Grant that in this moment of sacred
communion we may receive a clearer
revelation and a richer experience of
the eternal truth of God which will set
our minds and hearts free from the
errors that blind, the doubts that darken,
and the fears that weaken us.

We pray that we may yield ourselves
to the sovereignty of Thy wise and holy
will, not in dumb resignation and sullen
submission, but in glad and grateful obe-
dience to the larger life of love and serv-
ice to which Thou hast called us.

In Christ's name we bring our petition.
Amen.

The Journal of the proceedings of yes-
terday was read and approved.

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate, by Mr.
Carrell, one of its clerks, announced that
the Senate agrees to the amerdments of
the House to bills of the Senate of the
following titles:

8. 794. An act for the relief of certain con-
tractors employed in connection with the
construction of the Unitzd States Appralsers
Building, S8an Francisco, Calif.; and

B.2811. An act to amend sectlon 1462 of
title 18 of the United States Code, with re-
spect to the importation or transportation
of obscene matters.

NAZI REBIRTH IN GERMANY MUST BE
STOPPED NOW

Mr. DOLLINGER. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend my
remarks.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from New
York?

There was no objection.

Mr. DOLLINGER. Mr. Speaker, I
wonder what ran through our minds the
other day when we read the press re=
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ports which indicated that 75 percent
of the 11,000 officials in Wuerttemberg-
Baden once belonged to the Nazi Party.
Did they bring to your mind, as they did
to mine, the thought that in a few years
nazism might again be on the march;
that the mammoth ovens would again be
sending forth the stench of burning
humans, and that concentration camps
would again provide living deaths for
millions? Where is this promise of
democracy that we made? What have
we done toward the denazification, de-
militarization, and decartelization of
Germany?

On January 4, 1950, I introduced
House Resolution 413, providing for a
full and complete investigation and
study of the American military govern-
ment in Germany and the civilian ad-
ministration which succeeded it, with
particular reference to the extent to
which they have permitted or en-
couraged the reestablishment of cartels,
the resumption of power by former
Nazis, the resurgence of fascism and
antisemitism, and the rebuilding of Ger-
man military strength. Other Members
have since done likewise.

I care not whose resolution is consid-
ered, nor am I concerned as to who gets
the credit, just so long as the House takes
immediate and affirmative action.

In the light of these newspaper and
radio stories, which are admitted by our
own officials, that nazism is on the march
once again in Germany, let us take action
now. Not to do so is to betray the many
millions who suffered and died in the
name of democracy—and those who
now believe in the democratic ideal. Let
us act before it is too late.

SPECIAL ORDER GRANTED

Mr. CRAWFORD asked and was given
permission to address the House for 20
minutes on Monday next following the
legislative business of the day and any
special orders, heretofore entered.
LEGAL GUARDIAN OF LENA MAE WEST,

A MINOR

Mr. LANE submitted a conference re-
port and statement on the bill (H. R.
1235) for the relief of the legal guardian
of Lena Mae West, a minor,
BIRMINGHAM VETERANS' HOSPITAL, VAN

NUYS, CALIF.

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Mr.
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to

- address the House for 1 minute and to

revise and extend my remarks.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentlewoman from
Massachusetts?

There was no objection. -

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Mr.
Speaker, the following telegram has come
to me from California:

Vaw Nuys, Cawrr., May 18, 1950.
Representative EpiTH NOURSE ROGERS,
House Office Building, Washington, D.C.:

Thank you for your support protesting
Birmingham Hospital to Long Beach. Para-
plegics Grissom and Holmann, also Rose, tu-
bercular veteran, will arrive Washington, TWA
flight 220 tomorrow, Friday, 1:45 p. m., to
personally appeal to the President, I will
join them Saturday. We will stay at May-
flower Hotel. Any assistance you can give



7334

us, particularly with respect securing ap-
pointment with the President, will be much
appreciated.
STUART BANKHARDT,
Chairman, Citizens Birmingham Hos=
pitel Committee,

Mr. Speaker, as the telegram states,
three badly disabled veterans are flying
in from Van Nuys, Calif., desiring to
see the Fresident in an effort to keep the
Birmingham Hospital at Van Nuys,
Calif., open. I have asked him to see
them. I believe he must see them.

The hospital is in the district of the
gentleman from California [Mr. Hin-
sHAW], but I have visited the hospital
and know many of the patients and the
whole situation.

On Tuesday I addressed the following
telegram to the President:

WasnmineToN, D. C.,, May 16, 1950.
The PRESIDENT,
The White House,
Washington, D.C.:

I have the honor to bring to your attention
the proposed closing of the Birmingham
Veterans Hospital at Van Nuys, Calif. As
you know, this hospital functions in the care
of paraplegic and tubercular veterans. Many
of these gallant men have built their homes
close to this hospital so they could be near
to the institution giving them attention and
hospitalization., I earnestly protest the clos-
ing of this hospital.

In your address Monday night in Chicago
you spoke of the great Northwest and its
bright future. You spoke of the great future
for our wonderful country. ¥You spoke of
how much you wanted equal opportunity for
everyone in the United States. What is the
future for these men striving to regain their
health, to recover, to come back, at Birming=-
ham? They are thinking of their future and
their opportunities. How can we give them
equal cpportunity? Can it be done by clos-
ing this hospital they need so desperately?

They gave of themselves that we might
have victory and the chance to enjoy a Iree
country, where there might be equal oppor=-
tunity. Before the battle this Government
promised everything to these boys who faced
the enemy’s steel. Now that the battle is
over and won, it is convenient to forget. In
view of thelr sacrifice, considered together
with the Natlon’s foreign rehabilitation pro-
gram, can the closing of the Birmingham Hos-
pital be construed as economy? I know this
situation. I know many of the men fighting
for their equal opportunity at this hospital.
I appeal to you for action to prevent the
closing of the Birmingham Veterans' Hospital,

EpiTH NoURSE ROGERS,
Member of Congress.

DEDICATION AND REDEDICATION OF
GRAND COULEE DAM

Mr. DEWART. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend my
remarks.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Montana?

There was no objection,

Mr. D’DEWART. Mr. Speaker, all of us
have noted with interest the accounts of
the President’s recent tour of the North-
west, the nonpolitical objective of which
was said to be the dedication of a gen-
erator or some similar equipment at
Grand Coulee Dam. I have also heard
reports, which my recollection tells me
are correct, that this is the fifth or sixth,
or perhaps the ninth, time that Grand
Coulee, or some component part of the
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structure, has been subjected to dedica-
tion by high dignitaries. It seems to me
that the secretary, or whoever he is, in
charge of dedications is in a rut.

I want it clearly understood that I am
not suggesting another stumping tour for
Mr. Truman. He managed to travel
about twice as far in Montana this time
as any other traveler who crosses the
State by rail. But if there is occasion
for another dedication ceremony, and if
a worthy person could be found to do the
honors, I think we should consider the
fact that Glacier National Park, so far as
the records show, has never been dedi-
cated officially for the use and enjoyment
of the American people.

Glacier National Park, as you know, is
one of the proud attractions of Montana.
There is no comparable region in the
world, certainly not in our country. Itis
a park of rugged mountains, high gla-
ciers, beautiful forests such as we have
in no other place. Hundreds of thou-
sands of Americans have been thrilled by
its grandeur, and we in Montana who
know it well always have a yearning to
visit it each summer for as long as pos-
sible. We are getting along quite well
without the folderol of formal dedica-
tion, but I think it should be borne in
mind when dedications are considered
that it really is not necessary to stage
these repeat performances at Grand
Coulee. We would be glad to welcome
you all to a proper ceremony at Mon-
tana’s Glacier National Park.

DEBT AND THE BALANCED BUDGET

Mr, RICH. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent to address the House for
1 minute and to revise and extend my
remarks,

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania?

There was no objection.

Mr, RICH., Mr. Speaker, I have been
wondering the last few years just when
it became honorable to create debt, when
it was the wise and sensible thing to put
the people of this country into debt, or
even to put yourself into debt so far
that you are not going to be able to
pay it.

I am appalled when I realize that this
Congress, the Eighty-first Congress, or
we might term it “the Eighty-worst
Congress” is going to be $7,000,000,000
in the red this year, and when I realize
that you expect your children and your
children’s children, and your great-
great-great-grandchildren to pay the
bill that you are not big enough to at-
tempt to pay, I think it is a terrible state
of affairs, and I do hope and wish that
the Congress and every Member of Con-
gress regardless of whether he be Demo-
crat, Dixiecrat, Republican, or whether
he be liberal or conservative, if he
calls himself an American, will strive to
balance the budget and save creating
debt for our children to pay.

FLATHEAD INDIAN IRRIGATION PROJECT

Mr. MORRIS. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent for the immediate
consideration of the bill (H. R. 8199) to
amend certain provisions of the act of
May 25, 1948 (Public Law 554, 80th
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Cong.) relating to the Flathead Indian
irrigation project.

The Clerk read the title of the bill,

Mr. D’DEWART. Mr. Speaker, reserv-
ing the right to object, will the gentle-
man explain the bill briefly?

Mr. MORRIS. The bill (H. R. 8199)
amends certain provisions of the act of
May 25, 1948 (Public Law 553, 80th
Cong.) by extending the period of time
allowed the irrigation districts of the
Flathead Indian irrigation project to ex-
ecute new repayment contracts, This
merely extends it to a later date.

Mr, D’EWART. Mr. Speaker, I with-
draw my reservation of objection,

Mr. RICH. Mr, Speaker, reserving
the right to object, as I understand, the
bill extends time for the contracts to be
completed without any additional work
being done.

Mr. MORRIS. I will ask the author
of the bill to answer the question.

Mr. MANSFIELD. No additional
funds are involved. This is a renego-
tiation. The original contracts expire
the 24th of this month, hence the need
for immediate action.

Mr. RICH. They are not going to do
something now by the extension of this
act that will permit some new project to
come in under this bill that will create
additional expense in order to be com-
pleted? .

Mr, MANSFIELD, Not in the least.

Mr, RICH. In other words, this ends
it when the time limit has expired?

Mr. MORRIS. Yes,

Mr. RICH. Thank goodness we end
something very soon.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Okla-
homa?

There being no objection, the Clerk
read the bill, as follows:

Be it enacted, ete., That the repayment ad-
justments and other provisions of sections
1 and 2 of the act of May 25, 1948 (Public
Law 554, 80th Cong.), providing for the ad-
justment of irrigation charges on the Flat-
head Indian irrigation project, Montana, and
for other purposes, shall be effective as to
lands included in any irrigation district
which has or which shall have entered into
a contract by May 25, 1951, as provided for
in sald act. Sald act as herein amended shall
not be deemed to defer the repayment obli-
gations provided for in existing contracts
between the Secretary of the Interior and any
irrigation district on the Flathead Indian
irrigation project which has not entered into
a repayment contract conforming to the pro=
visions of the act of May 25, 1948, as herein
amended, unless and until such district shall
have entered into such a contract: Provided,
That the provisions and requirements of sec-
tion 5 of said act shall be effective when an
irrigation district or districts containing not
less than 70 percent of the irrigable acreage

~of the non-Indian lands within the Flathead

Indian irrigation project shall have entered
into repayment contracts under sald act.

With the following committee amend-
ments:

Page 1, line 9, strike out “by May 25, 1951,
as provided for in said act” and insert in
lleu thereof “conforming to the provisions
of sald act on or before May 25, 1951."

Page 2, line 9, strike out *provisions and
requirements of section 5 of sald act shall
be effective” and insert in lieu thereof “ap-
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propriation authorizations of sald act shall
be effective, and moneys appropriated there-
under shall be available for expenditure.”

The committee amendments were
. agreed fo.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, was read the third
time, and passed, and a motion to recon-
sider was laid on the table.

SPECIAL ORDER GRANTED

Mr. STEED was given permission to
address the House for 10 minutes on
Monday next, following the legislative
program and any special orders hereto-
fore entered.

PERMISSION TO ADDRESS THE HOUSE

Mr. RANEIN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
my remarks.

The SPEAEER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Mis-
sissippi?

There was no objection.

[Mr. Rankin addressed the House.
His remarks appear in the Appendix.]

THE GOVERNMENT DEFICIT

Mr., McCORMACE. Mr. Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent to address the
House for 1 minute.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Massachusetts?

There was no objection.

Mr, McCORMACEK. Mr. Speaker, the
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr.
Ricr] wanted to rise in the defense of
the gentleman from Michigan [Mr.
Donperol. I think the gentleman needs
to defend himself in relation to the
speech he made a few minutes ago ahout
the Government deficit, because that
deficit is caused by the tax bill which the
Republican-controlled Eightieth Con-
gress passed and for which the gentle-
man from Pennsylvania [Mr. Ricr]
voted.

Mr. RICH. Mr. Speaker, will the gen-
tleman yield?

Mr. McCORMACEK. I yield to the
gentleman from Pennsylvania.

Mr. RICH. I want to say that we
gave the people of this country an op-
portunity to get their taxes reduced.
All the gentleman is doing is spending
money. He does not want to economize,

THE GOVERNMENT DEFICIT

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. Mr,
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to
address the House for 1 minute and to
revise and extend my remarks.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from
Nebraska?

There was no objection.

Mr, MILLER of Nebraska. Mr, Speak-
er, the majority leader of the House has
spoken about the tax bill passed by the
Eightieth Congress. I call his attention
to the fact that the membership on his
side helped to override the President’s
veto on that tax bill and that it did give
relief to some 7,000,000 taxpayers, be-
sides the aged and the blind. The Eight-
ieth Congress balanced the budget, made
a big payment on the national debt and
cut taxes. . ;
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I would ask the majority leader, if he
objects so seriously to the tax bill that
was passed for the relief of the people of
the United States whether he has pre-
pared any bill that would replace the tax
on these same people, He and the ad-
ministration ought to keep faith and
get behind legislation to raise taxes—
they have a majority of 90 in the House.
They should act as they talk if sincere
about the tax bill of the Eightieth Con-
gress.

Mr. McCORMACEK. I voted against
that tax bill.

Mr. MILLER of Nebraska. But your
party helped to override the President’s
veto—perhaps you lost control of your
party.

JOINT COMMITTEE ON NAVAJO-HOPI
INDIAN ADMINISTRATION

The SPEAKER. Pursuant to the pro-
visiohs of section 10 (a) of Public Law
474, Eighty-first Congress, the Chair ap-
points as members of the Joint Commit-
tee on Navajo-Hopi Indian Administra-
tion the following members on the part
of the House: Mr. MURDOCK, of Arizona;
Mr. Morris, of Oklahoma; and Mr.
D’Ewart, of Montana.

EXTENSION OF REMARKS

Mrs. KELLY of New York asked and
was given permission to extend her re-
marks and include a speech by the gen-
tlewoman from New Jersey [Mrs.
NorTON],

Mr. BIEMILLER asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks and in-
clude an address delivered by the Pres-
ident of the United States in Madison,
Wis.

Mr. BIEMILLER asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks in
three instances and include extraneous
madtter.

Mr., CHRISTOPHER asked and was
given permission to extend his remarks,

Mr. BARTLETT asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks and
include an editorial.

Mr. BREEN asked and was given per-
mission to extend his remarks and in-
clude an editorial from the Dayton Daily
News.

Mr. LANE asked and was given per-
mission to extend his remarks in three
separate instances and in each to include
extraneous matter.

Mrs. ST. GEORGE asked and was
given permission to extend her remarks
in two separate instances and in each to
include extraneous matter.

Mr. McGREGOR asked and was given

permission to revise and extend the re-
marks he expects to make in the Com-
mittee of the Whole today and include
various charts.

Mr. ANGELL asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend the remarks
he expects to make in the Committee of
the Whole today and include extraneous
madtter.

Mr, MARTIN of Massachusetts asked
and was given permission to extend his
remarks and include a letter from em-
ployees who are protesting against los-
ing their employment.

Mr. PETERSON asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks and
include a poem and newspaper article,
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Mr. LUCAS asked and was given per-
mission to extend his remarks and in-
clude an article from the Weatherford
Democrat by Claud Garner.

Mr., WALTER asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks and
include a speech delivered by Mr. GREEN.

Mr. MORRISON asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks in two
instances, in one to include a speech by
Dr. Walter Adams.

Mr. MICHENER asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks and
include an editorial.

Mr. ELLIOTT asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks and
include a speech delivered by Dr. C. W.
Williams, professor of history at the
University of Alabama,

EDERAL AID HIGHWAY ACT OF 1950

Mr. WHITTINGTON. Mr. Speaker, I
move that the House resolve itself into
the Committee of the Whole House on
the State of the Union for the further
consideration of the bill (H. R. 7941) to
amend and supplement the Federal-Aid
Road Act, approved July 11, 1916 (39
Stat. 355), as amended and supple-
mented, to authorize appropriations for
continuing the construction of highways,
and for other purposes.

The motion was agreed to.

Accordingly the House resolved itself
into the Committee of the Whole House
on the State of the Union ‘for the fur-
ther consideration of the bill H, R. 7941,
with Mr. KarsTEN in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The CHAIRMAN. When the Commit-
tee rose on yesterday, the Clerk had read
through the first section of the bill.

Are there amendments to section 1?
If not, the Clerk will read.
The Clerk read as follows:

Sec. 2. (a) For the purpose of expediting
the construction, reconstruction, and im-
provement, inclusive of necessary bridges and
tunnels, of the National System of Intes-
state Highways, designated in accordance
with the provisions of section 7 of the Fed-
eral-Ald Highway Act of 1044 (58 Stat. 838),
there is hereby authorized to be appropri-
ated the additional sum of $70,000,000 for
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1952, and a
like additional sum for the fiscal year end-
ing June 30, 1953. The sum herein author-
ized for each fiscal year shall be apportioned
among the several States in the ratio which
the population of each BState bears to the
total population of all of the States as shown
by the latest available Federal census: Pro-
vided, That no State shall receive less than
three-fourths of 1 percent of the sum au-
thorized to be apportioned for each year
under this subsection, and the sum appor-
tioned to each State may be utilized to pay
the Federal pro rata share now authorized
by law on account of any project on the

- National System of Interstate Highways, or

may be used to increase the Federal payment
on account of any such project financed with
Federal-aid primary or urban funds by one-
half of the State's share of the cost thereof
over and above the regular Federal pro rata
now authorized in such State.

(b) Any State that shall issue bonds and
use the proceeds of such bonds for the con-
struction of toll-free facilities in order to
accelerate the improvement of the National
Bystem of Interstate Highways may apply
any portion of the funds herein, or here-
after, authorized for expenditure on said
system of highways and apportioned to such
State under the provisions of this section
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to aid In retirement of annual maturities
of the prineipal indebtedness of such bonds
to the extent that the proceeds of such bonds
are actually expended in the construction of
sald system of highways: Provided, That pay-
ment of Federal funds on the principal in=-
debtedness of such bonds shall be made only
on account of any such facility that is"con-
structed in accordance with plans and speci-
fications approved in advance of construction
by the Commissioner of Public Roads: Pro-
vided further, That payment of Federal funds
pursuant to this subsection shall not exceed
the pro rata basis authorized by subsecticn
(a) of this section: And provided further,
That payments to any State pursuant to this
subsection shall be made exclusively from
apportionments to such State from funds
authorized by the Congress to be appor-
tiored for ezpenditure on said system of
highways and this subzection shzll not be
construed as a commitment or obligation on
the part of the United States to provide such
funds.

Mr. McGRECOR.
offer an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. McGreGor: On
page 3, line 6, strile out all of section 2
starting in line 6, page 3, and running down
to ~r1i including line 2 on page 5.

Mr. McGREGOR. Mr, Chairman, the
amendment the Clerk has just read
strikes out szction 2, which refers to the
allocation of $70,000,000 for an inter-
state highway system under a new for-
mula that is established in this enabling
legislation: This formula is 75 percent
Federal participation and 25 percent
State.

U~xder the law that has been in ex-
istence for a number of years, we have
a 50-50 matching basis. In other words,
the Federal Government puts up 50 cents
and the various States put up 50 cents,
This covers all groups of roads. Under
the bill before us for consideration now,
section 2 sets aside $70,000,000 for what
is known as an interstate system, and in
the allocation we have the Federal Gov-

.ernment putiing up 75 cents and the
States 25 cents. |

I think you will agree with me that
every State is better fixed financially
than cur Federal Government, so why
should we ask the Federal Government
to put up 75 cents for a special road
program and the States only 25 cents for
this program? If that formula is good
for the interstate highway system, why
is not that formula good for the other
highway systems as, for instance, the
farm-to-market roads, the primary
roads, and other systems?

Mr, JONES of Alabama. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. McGREGOR. I yield.

Mr., JONES of Alabama, The gentle-
man from Ohio is not proposing, is he,
that we change the formula with respect
to other roads such as the farm-to-mar-
ket roads, rural roads, and urban roads?

Mr. McGREGOR. I am opposed to
any changing of the existing formula,
because the existing formula calls for a
50-50 matching clause, I do not think
we should give preferential treatment,
either, to one particular type of road. I
might call to the gentleman’s attention
that the so-called interstate system rep-
resents only 20 percent of the road con-

- struction in the United States.

Mr. Chairman, I
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So why should we set aside $70,000,000
in addition to the regular funds which
will be allocated to them under the other
formula if this special road system only
represents 20 percent of the road mileage
in the United States.

Mr. JONES of Alabama. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. McGREGOR. I yield.

Mr. JONES of Alabama. I am sure
the gentleman recalls that the hearings
diselosed approximately 30 percent of
the total amount of the roads program
in 1949 was for the interstate system. If
this interstate system is going to serve
the functions for which it was designed,
then it is a Federal responsibility and
it will eliminate a tremendous amount
of the matching on the part of the States.
Therefore, since it is primarily a func-
tion of the Federal Government, that is
the reason the formula was written as
it was. =

Mr. McGREGOR. Irecognize the ar-
gument that the gentleman makes,
That argument has been proposed for a
number of years by a group of individ-
uals who want the Federal Government
to pay more than the States. But why
is this interstate system any more im-
portant than any other syst2m? Your
interstate system is going to carry in-
dividuals on 2 pleasure trip and perhaps
may be a truck route, but why is it more
necessary than the farm-to-market road
which will bring the produce from the
farm to the market? Why is it more
necessary than the State system of roads.
Mr. Chairman, there is one thing back of
this whole program and that is a drive to
break down the 50-50 formula for match-
ing funds in our highway program and
to start a definite program to change the
matching formula from the now existing
law of 50-50 to 75 percent to 25 percent.

I reiterate, Mr. Chairman, if you are
going to establish a formula of 75-25

for the interstate system of highways, -

then why should it not be established
for the other systems., I want to state
unequivocally that I am opposed to the
75-25 formula whether it be for the in-
terstate system of roads, or for the farm-
to-market system of roads.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Ohio has expired.

- Mr. McGREGOR. Mr. Chairman, I
ask unanimous consent to proceed for
five additional minutes.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Ohio?

There was no objection.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. McGREGOR. I yield.

Mr. GROSS. This $70,000,000 which
is set up here is merely foot-in-the-door
legislation, is it not?

Mr. McGREGOR. That is absolutely
correct. The record will show that this
$70,000,000 is simply a drop in the bucket
of the amount of money needed for the
completing of the interstate highway
system.

But, Mr. Chairman, as soon as we
break down the existing formula, next
year you are going to be asked to change
the formula for all the road systems and
then the Federal Government is going to
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have to put up 75 percent of a $500,000,-
000 authorization, and the States that
are wealthier and in a sounder financial
condition than the Federal Covernment
will only be putting up 25 pzreznt.

Mr, D'EWART. Mr, Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. McGREGOR. I yield.

Mr. D’EWART. Does not the gentle-
man agree with me that the formula
under which this money is to be dis-
tributed is more favorable to the more
populous States and less favorable to the
thinly populated States?

Mr. McGREGCR. That is corract.

Mr. D’EWART. I belicve that is an-
other reason why this particular section
should be revised.

I consider this a fair and eguitable bill
in all except saction 2. It extends for two
more years the present road program and
adds in section 2 $70,000,000 to be di-
vided on a population basis. This $70,=
00C,000 for each of the fiscal years is for
construction and improvemesnt of the na-
tional system of interstate highways and
is justified in part by national defense,
I have no objection to this item or its
purpose.

However, the sum is “apportioned
among the States in the ratio which the
population of each Siate bears to the
total population of all the States, as
shown by the latest available Federal
census, but that no State shall receive
less than three-fourths of 1 percent of
the sum apportioned for each fiscal year.”

The point I wish to make is that this
formula is unfair to the sparsely settled
States such as Montana. It should be
apportioned on the basis of the mileage
in each State. I fear under this formula
my State, Montana, will get little money
in proportion to the large number of
miles of this class of road found in my
State, :

Mr. McGREGOR. I want to call to
your attention the fact that the various
organizations which appeared before our
committee were in opposition to this
75-25 formula. The various farm organ-
izations are definitely opposed to the
75-25 formula.

I also refer you to the testimony of Mr,
Miller on page 377. He represented the
American Association of State Highways.
I quote:

We felt then, and we feel now, that it sur=
renders a sound and definite procedure for
a guestionable and indefinite result.

Mr. JONES of Alabama. Mr. Chair-
mean, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. McGREGOR. I yield.

Mr, JONES of Alabama. The gentle-
man from Montana raised the point that
the more populous States would receive a
greater ratio of the participation by the
Federal Government. As a matter of
fact, in the State of Nevada you would
have 91.34 percent Federal participation
in this construction program. So, you
would actually have more in such States
as Montana and Nevada.

Mr. McGREGOR. The chart isin the
hearings and it will show just how much
each State will gain by it and how much
additional it will cost the Federal Gov-
ernment. Buf, Mr. Chairman, I reiter-

. ate this will be breaking down and start-
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ing a new policy and we will never know
how much it is going to cost the Federal
Government, If the State is of the opin-
fon that the road is not worth half what
it costs the State, then that road should
not be constructed. Mr. Chairman, let
us not start in on this new formula of
75 percent of Federal aid and 25 percent
of State contribution. Ihope myamend-
ment will be accepted.

Mr. WHITTINGTON. Mr. Chairman,
if no other Member desires to be recog-
nized on this amendment, I ask for recog-
nition, and I ask unanimous consent that
all debate on this amendment and all
amendments to the pending section close
in 8 minutes, the same time that was
allowed the gentleman from Ohio, and
that I be recognized.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Mississippi?

There was no objection.

Mr. WHITTINGTON. Mr. Chairman,
as stated in the report of the committee,
this section authorizing appropriations
to be apportioned among all of the States
oceurs for the first time in the pending
hill, and the amount is $70,000,000. Its
purpose is to encourage the construc-
tion or reconstruction of the so-called
interregional system of highways. The
Members will recall that that system con-
tains about 40,000 miles of parts of the
primary and urban roads of the United
States, and that those roads are the
roads that are traveled by all of the
people of the country. They connect the
principal cities of one State with an-
other., They are the most important
roads in the United States. They are
the roads that were selected by the De-
partment of National Defense as being
essential to national defense. Those
roads have to be straightened in a great

many places. They have to be widened
in other places. Safety has to be pro-
moted.

We are not undertaking to change the
formula for Federal aid, That formula
obtains in the $500,000,000 authorized
for Federal primary aid, secondary aid,
and urban aid in the previous section of
this bill; but, in an effort to promote
the construction of the interregional sys-
tem, the States are to be encouraged to
ask that those parts of those roads that
should be widened, that should be
straightened, be submitted in applica-
tions first, and in order to encourage
their construction we propose here to
authorize $70,000,000 to be apportioned
among the States to increase the Fed-
eral share only on those roads that are
on that system.

It should be kept in mind that in
World War II the highways of the West,
from Denver to Seattle, to San Fran-
cisco, and other western ecities, were
used more than any other highways of
the country, because there are fewer
miles of railroads, comparatively, and it
was necessary for the highways to be
used to transport the essentials for the
prosecution of the war. Inasmuch as
the principle of matching is to continue
under the terms of this bill, and in or-
der to encourage the States to apply for
the construction of these interregional
highways, we in this particular provi-
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sion provide for an increase of the Fed-
eral-aid share. It is for the benefit of
the Western States as well as other
States. Take the State of Wyoming, or
the State of Montana, where they do
not put up 50 percent, but less than 50
percent to match, those States will get
the benefit of this provision, and they
are entitled to it in order to provide,
without matching 50-50, for the con-
struction and for the straightening and
for the improvement of this interre-
gional system.

Mr. STEFAN. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. WHITTINGTON. I will yield in
just a minute.

This is the national defense system.
These are the roads that are used by the
people of the country everywhere. They
obtain in all of the States of the Union.
We do not change the formula for Fed-
eral aid, but, in order to enable the States
to apply for the construction of the
needed improvements on this interre-
gional system we do provide this money
s0 as to supplement the 50 percent that
they contribute where there is 50 per-
cent obtaining.

The committee considered this provi-
sion very carefully. This bill comes be-
fore you with the unanimous report of
the committee, The State highway de-
partment, the Commissioner of Public
Roads asked us to include not $70,000,000
but $210,000,000 for this purpose, because,
I remind you, that in the Defense High-
way Act of 1941 the Congress of the
United States on the strategic highways
for national defense, under the terms of
that act, paid 75 percent of the construc-
tion of those highways, substantially
synonymous with the interregional high-
ways. The Government paid under the
act of 1941 three-quarters of the cost of
the roads. We must be constructive.
We must provide for needs as they arise.
We have a report from the Commis-
sioner of Public Roads—House Document
249, Eighty-first Congress—recommend-
ing among other things that it is impera-
tive for the public benefit that our inter-
regional or interstate or national defense
system of highways be improved, that
they be widened and that such improve-
ment is essential in national defense.

I now yield to the gentleman from
Nebraska.

Mr. STEFAN. I just wanted to ask
the gentleman if he desired to clarify his
statement that this was for the comple-
tion of the interregional system,

Mr. WHITTINGTON. I thank the
gentlemen, I intended to say, and I
think I did say, that it was to encourage
construction and to promote improve-
ment of parts of the interregional sys-
tem. Only about $1,000,000 of Federal-
aid funds have been used on the inter-
regional system and only about 5,000
miles have been completed in the past 5
years, Itisimportant thatthe improve-
ment be stepped up for if the present
rate of improvement and construction
continues it would take at least 40 years
to improve the system. We may have
another war before 40 years.

Mr, STEFAN. Then $140,000,000 in 2
years will not complete the system.,
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Mr. WHITTINGTON. No; it will
take 40 to 90 years to complete that sys-
tem and rebuild it according to the testi-
mony before our committee, unless there
are increased provisions made for the
construction of the interregional system.

Mr, CUNNINGHAM. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. WHITTINGTON, I yield.

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. And changing
the formula as proposed in the amend-
ment will not decrease the amount to be
furnished by the Federal Government,
will it?

Mr. WHITTINGTON. It -certainly °*
will not, and it will not interfere with
the formula that now exists that is pro-
vided for in this bill for matching Fed-
eral aid primary, secondary, and urban
roads. It will increase only the Federal
contribution as provided in the section
when the States apply for the construc-
tion or reconstruction or rebuilding of
those parts of the primary and urban
roads that are in the interregional
system.

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. But there is
nothing in the bill to prevent any State
from going ahead as fast as it wants to
in road building, is there?

Mr, WHITTINGTON. Absolutely not.

Mr. CUNNINGHAM. That would be
in addition to the amount to be furnished
by the Federal Government.

Mr, WHITTINGTON. There is noth-
ing to prevent that at all.

Mr. McCGREGOR. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. WHITTINGTON. I yield.

Mr. McGREGOR. I am sure the gen-
tleman does not want to leave a false
impression; does. the chairman intend
to leave the impression that it does not
make any difference in the amount fur-
nished by the Federal Government
whether it is furnished on the 50-50
basis or on the 75-25 basis?

Mr. WHITTINGTON. I want it to
be absolutely clear; none of these roads
pass through my district. This does
increase the Federal contribution for
roads in the interregional system that
are applied for by the States. The ini-
tiative lies with the States. But I want
to make it equally clear that the increase
of the Federal share will not be more
than 25 percent and that it is applica-
ble only to the $70,000,000 and only to
the interregional system. There is no
change whatever in the principle of
matching Federal-aid funds under the
$500,000,000 authorized.

Mr. McGREGOR. Then, the gentle-
man from Iowa was in error.

Mr. WHITTINGTON. I think not.
The gentleman from Iowa stated that
changing the formula under the $70,-
000,000 would not decrease the amount
to be furnished by the Federal Govern-
ment. I agreed with him. It is the
most constructive provision in this bill,
carried for the first time. If we want
to provide for the needs of the Nation
we must go forward; we cannot stand
still. For my part, in the improvement
of the highways of the country I pro-
pose to go forward at least to the extent
of making this rather modest authoriza-
tion for the interregional system of our
Nation,
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The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Mississippi has expired;
all time on the pending amendment has
expired. .

The cuestion is on the amendment
offered by the gentleman from Ohio [Mr.
McGREGOR].

The question was taken; and on a di-
vision (demanded by Mr. Gross) there
were—ayes 20, noes 34,

So the amendment was rejected.

Mr. TABER. Mr. Chairman, I make
the point of order that a quorum is not
present.

Mr, WHITTINGTON. Mr. Chairman,
I move that the Committee rise and on
that I ask for tellers.

Tellers were ordered, and the Chair
appointed as tellers Mr, WHITTINGTON
and Mr. MCcCGREGOR.

The Committee divided; and the tell-
ers reported that there were—ayes 17,
nees 70.

So the motion was rejected.

The CHATRMAN. The Chair will
count on the point of order that a auo-
rum is not present. [After counting.]
One hundred and thirteen Members are
present, a quorum.

The Clerk read as follows:

Szc. 3. For the purpose of carrying out the
provisions of section 23 of the Federal High-
way Act (42 Stat. 218), as amended and sup-
plemented, there is hereby authorized to
be appropriated (1) for forest highways the
sum of $20,000,000 for the fiscal year end-
ing June 80, 1952, and a like sum for the
fiscal year ending June 30, 19¢52; and (2)
for forest development roads and trails the
sum of £17,500,000 for the fiscal year end-
ing June 20, 1852, and a like sum for the
fiscal year ending June 30, 1853: Provided,
That, immediately upon the passage of this
act, the appropriation herein authorized for
forest highways for the flscal year ending
June 30, 1952, shall be apportioned by the
Secretary of Commerce for expenditure in
the several States, Alaska, and Puerto Rico,
according to the area and value of the land
owned by the Government within the na-
tlonal forests therein which the Becretary
of Agriculture is hereby directed to deter-
mine and certify to him from such infor-
mation, sources, and departments as the Sec-
retary of Agriculture may deem most accu-
rate, and hereafter, on or before January 1
next preceding the commencement of each
succeeding fiscal year the Secretary of Com-
merce shall make like apportionment of the
appropriation authorized for such fiscal year:
Provided further, That the Commissioner of
Public Roads may incur obligations, approve
projects, and enter into contracts under the
apportionment of such authorizations, and
his action in so doing shall be deemed a con-
tractural obligation of the Federal Govern-
ment for the payment of the cost thereof:
Provided jfurther, That the appropriations
mede pursuant to authorizations heretofore,
herein, and hereafter enacted for forest high-
ways shall be consldered available to the
Commissioner of Public Roads for the pur-
pose of discharging the obligations created
hereunder in any State or Territory: Pro-
vided Jurther, That the total expenditures
on account of any State or Territory shall
at no time exceed its authorized apportion-
_ ment: And provided jurther, That appropri-

atlons for forest highways shall be admin-
istered in conformity with regulations jointly
approved by the Secretary of Commerce and
the Secrstary of Agriculture.

Mr. VURSELL, Mr. Chairman, I
move to sirike out the last word.

Mr, Chairman, as a member of the
Puhlic Works Committee I should like to
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say that in the hearings before the com-
mittee one could not help but be im-
pressed from the volume of testimony
given by directors of various Staie high-
way departments and by the Commis-
sioner of Public Roads here in Wash-
ington, with the fact that due to the war
and increased traffic, more roads over
the past few years have heen worn out
than there has been new miles built. I
think we have about 2,000 miles less
roads in first-class condition today than
we had in the beginning of the war.

Sufficient transportation for the dis-
tribution of goods will speed up and in-
crease the economy, or income of the
Nation. The lack of good roads con-
versely will slow down the production
and thereby the volume of business in
the Nation.

This brings us to the consideration of
the bill before us which is an extension
and continuation of the splendid na-
tional road policy laid down in the act
of 1944. The bill seeks to provide for the
appropriation of funds to continue to
carry out this policy of the matching of
funds on a Federal and State basis for
the year 1852 and 1953. The bill provides
for this particular purpose without some
expansions provided in the bill, for the
appropriation of $500,000,000 for each
of the years referred to, of which $225,-
030,000 has been allocated for projects on
the Federal aid primary system.

One hundred and fifty million dollars
for projects on the Federal aid secondary
highway system.

One hundred and twenty-five million
dollars for projects on Federal-aid high-
way systems in urban areas.

The aquestion may be raised that this
is a considerable amount of money in
view of our present fiscal condition.
When one takes into consideration that
the cost of road building has doubled
within the last number of years, one can
readily see that the amount is not large
when applied to the number of miles of
roads at present prices that can be built,

We are faced with the necessity, I
think, of providing the above amounts
designated. It is probably one of the
best and most profitable investments
that the Federal Government can make
in cooperation with the States. Our
highways, which have become run-down
because of the war, and a continuing
greater amount of trafiic, must be ex-
tended and repaired in the interest of
the growing economy of the Nation.

‘When you take into consideration that
we are spending billions of dollars to
rehabilitate various European countries,
and that we are spending over $500,-
000,000 a year in the building of -roads,
transportation facilities, and flood-con-
trol projects in Europe, how can one say
that we can be justified in not doing this
much for the people of America in the
way of improving our highway system,
and in bringing farm-to-market roads
to the rural areas for the convenience of
our own people, and to stimulate -the
productivity and distribution capacity
of our own people who are taxed to pay
the billions that are being expended in
foreign countries.

Mr. Chairman, this money invested in
roads, if we do not invest it, in my judg-
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ment, will cause a loss to the people of
our Nation in the wear and tear of motor
vehicles over our roads and in the loss
of time which would possibly amount to
a total of the $500,000,000 provided for in
this hill,

You remember the slowdown of motor
traffic, the wear and tear and tremen-
dous expense on motor vehicles in the
early days of motor transportation be-
fore we had this better highway system.
I repeat—this is an investment that can-
not be denied the people of our Nation.

FARM-TO-MARKET ROADS

I well recall the debates when we em-
barked on this greater expansion of road
building laid down in the act of 1944,
Some of us then insisted, and were suc-
cessful in securing-a greafer alloiment
for the Federal-aid secondary-highway
system, including farm-to-market roads.
I should like to point out that $150,000,-
000, or 30 percent of the total amount
in this bill is continued for such pur-
pose. I should like to further point out
that over 50 percent of the rural roads
s0 necessary to our people have not yet
been improved under this particular pro-
vision of the bill.

In my district in southern Illinois,
while we have made considerable prog-
ress along this line, yet it is my belief
that far over 50 percent of the county
and township roads have not been able
tu participate under this particular sec-
tion of the bill.

And at this time, I would like to ecall
your attention to the fact that it seems
that the State directors of the public-
roads divisions of the various States have
not given the sufiicient attention and
cooperation to the county and township
officials in pushing forward the improve-
ment of county and township farm-to-
market roads that the Congress intended
they should do when the act was passed
in 1944,

Mr. Chairman, as I recall, this question
was raised when the act was extended
in the Eightieth Congress, which wisely,
in my judgment, tried to call the atten-
tion of this lack of cooperation to the
Commissioner of Public Roads here in
Washington, and particularly to the var-
ious State directors whose duty it was
to extend full cooperation to county and
township road officials.

At that time there was written into
the act the folloiving amendment:

In selecting county and township roads on
which funds are to be extended, State high-
way departments shall cooperate with the

township trustees and other appropriate
local road officlals.

I hope in the future that better cooper-
ation will be extended to the end that
the farmers of my district and the Nation
will speedily obtain better roads so neces-
sary over which to move their products
from the farm to the local markets, and
the markets of the Nation. Betier roads
will cause much greater investment in
the building of more productive farm
land, better homes and buildings on the
farms, greater production, greater com-
forts and conveniences in farm living,
which will help to keep the young men
and women on the farms where they can
make a grester contribution to their
community, State, and Nation,
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To my mind, this is one of the best
sections of the bill and will probably
make the greatest contribution to the
public welfare of any section of the bill,
As a member of the committee, after
hearing all of the testimony presented,
I am confident that the bill should be
passed in the interest of the Nation.

Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. VURSELL. I yield to the gentle-
man from Iowa.

Mr. GROSS. Does the gentleman ac-
tually believe we are rehabilitating the
rest of the world with the billions of
dollars we are spending abroad, or are
we just giving away some money?

Mr, VURSELL. At any rate, we are
spending the money, too much I think,
but a lot of it is going for that purpose.

Mr. SHORT. Mr, Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr, VURSELL. I yield to the gentle-
man from Missouri.

Mr. SHORT. I am glad the gentle-
man from Illinois has pointed out that
this is not a gift but is a wise investment
and will pay great dividends not only in
the economic sense but in that it will
save many lives. As the gentleman well
knows, transportation wins or loses wars
as well as determines our domestic
economy.

Mr. VURSELL. I find myself in full
agreement with the gentleman from
Missouri.

Mr. TABER. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike out the last two words.

Mr. Chairman, this bill provides for
$1,273,000,000. It is $70,000,000 more a
year than was provided 2 years ago. That
means it is $140,000,000 more. I know in
my territory they are building roads with
this money, which roads do not need to
be built. I know they are getting into
extravagances that they do not need to
indulge in. The trouble with this whole
set-up is that the over-all statute pro-
vides they can .enter into contracts for
the expenditure of this money without
any appropriation and without any im-
mediate survey being made of the needs
that might arise. That is one reason why
they are indulging in these extrava-
gances. Frankly, I cannot vote for this
bill. It goes way beyond what we ought
to try to do, especially being in the sit-
uation that we are in. The Treasury is
dead broke and we have obligations to
meet in connection with our national de-
fense. I think it is very dangerous for us
to go ahead and think of nothing but im-
proving the deficiencies and enlarging
the deficit. Frankly, I am perhaps an
exception to the general rule. I believe
in economy, not only in our appropria-
tions for foreign aid, but I also believe
in economy in our domestic affairs. I
even went so far as to believe in economy
on that foolish performance of the ses-
quicentennial celebration.

I hope we will recover back what money
is left as a result of that foolish per-
formance.

I just wish that this could be put up on
a business basis, so that they would be re-
quired to justify what they intend to do
each time, before they start in obligating
the Government of the United States.
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Mr. GROSS. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. TABER. I yield.

Mr, GROSS. In section 2, which we
tried to strike out a little while ago, we
heard a great deal of talk about the need
for building defense highways in the
country. Is it specified under section 2
that this money is to be spent for defense
highways?

Mr. TABER. Not as far as I can read
it. I cannot find it in there.

Mr. WHITTINGTON. Mr, Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. TABER. I yield.

Mr. WHITTINGTON. That which is
called interregional is also called the de-
fense highway system, as is shown by
the reports that I have before me and
that have been suhmitted to the commit-
tee.

Mr. GROSS. I would like to see one
bill come into this House for the spend-
ing of money in which they did not allude
to the dire necessity for defense. Ninety-
nine percent of the bills coming in here
are passed because they are necessary for
the defense of this country. I believe in
the defense of this country but I do not
like to see every bill brought in here
predicated upon that argument.

Mr. TABER. That is correct. Frankly,
I cannot vote for this bill.

The CHAIRMAN, The time of the
gentleman from New York [Mr. TABER]
has expired

The pro forma amendment was with-
drawn.

Mr, WHITTINGTON. Mr. Chairman,
T ask unanimous consent that all debate
on this section and all amendments
thereto close in 5 minutes, and I ask for
recognition.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Mississippi?

There was no objection.

Mr. WHITTINGTON. Mr. Chairman,
I have high regard for the views of my
good friend from New York [Mr. TABER].
This bill does provide for $1,270,000,000
substantially over a period of 2 years.
It provides for $636,000,000 annually, as-
suming that all of the appropriations are
made. It is substantially the same au-
thorization that has been passed every
2 years, except for the amounts, since
1921. If there is one State that is
spending more money, both Federal aid
and local, than another in the United
States it is the State of New York.
They are constructing, at a cost of many
millions of dollars, a throughway there,
They are undertaking to meet the in-
creasing needs for highways in the
United States.

The gentleman from New York [Mr.
Taser] complains of the contract fea-
tures of this bill. Those features are
applicable only to the Federal-aid, pri-
mary, secondary, and urban roads.
They are not applicable to the forests or
to the park and other authorizations in
this bill. They have been contained in
every bill that has been passed since
the Highway Act of 1921 as amended in
1925. They protect the Federal Treas-
ury, for, instead of appropriating the
full amount of the authorizations, these
contract provisions enable the legisla-
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ture to match those funds. Forty-four
of the legislatures meet in 1951. Or-
dinarily, after they have been appor-
tioned, it takes from 12 to 24 months to
prepare the plans. The gentleman
came before the committee in the
Eightieth Congress with respect to this
contract feature, in connection with my
good friend, the gentleman from Mas-
sachusetts [Mr. WiceLEswWoRTH], and
made the same proposal, and it was there"
shown, and I emphasize now the fact,
that it may be 2 years before the appro-
priations that have already been au-
thorized will actifally be made., It is a
question of whether or not you want to
appropriate the funds, let them lie idle
in the Treasury, or make the appropria-
tions as the works are completed.

So I assert that it is in the public in-
terest to provide for this contract feature,
as we have done for 25 years. It has
been done. It has been tried. It has
been tested. It has been in force ever
since the Budget and Accounting Act
was passed during the Harding admin-
istration.

Mr. TABER. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. WHITTINGTON. In just a mo-
ment. Furthermore, under the terms
of this bill it does provide for an increase
of $70,000,000. We retained the funda-
mental principle of matching on Federal
aid primary, secondary, and urban roads.
That seventy million applies to the inter-
regional system. That is synonymous
with the national defense system. If we
are to provide for national defense in
Europe and in Asia, and with our ex-
perience in World War II, certainly we
can do no less than to provide for the
transportation that is absolutely essen-
tial to production, in the event of world
war III.

In this connection I say in conclusion
that the people of the United States are
paying in Federal use taxes every year
for these roads. In 1949 they paid $1,-
326,054,091, Those who pay these taxes
are entitled to the roads, and we can do
no less than to provide for substantially
the amount that is being paid in the
form of Federal gasoline taxes of 1%
percent. The provisions of this bill for.
$500,000,000 were contained in the hill
when the Eightieth Congress considered
it when it passed the House. It went to
the other body and after several days of
conferences the other body’s represent-
atives in control at that time insisted
upon a reduction. It may be of interest
to note that the two Senators who in-
sisted upon it were defeated in the very
next election.

Mr. TABER. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Mississippi has expired,
all time has expired.

Mr. WHITTINGTON. Mr. Chairman,

‘notwithstanding the expiration of time

I ask unanimous consent that it may be
extended 2 minutes in order that I may
yield to the gentleman from New York
for a question,

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Mississippi?

There was no objection,
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Mr. WHITTINGTON. Mr. Chairman,
1 yield to the gentleman from New York,

Mr. TABER. My objection has been
to that contract feature, that there is
no detailed review ahead of the starting
in of that eontract proposition, and there
needs to be because of extravagances
about which I know in the construction
of higchways way beyond the require-
ments of the territory.

Mr. WHITTINGTON. The gentleman
stated that in his remarks a few minutes
ago,

ng. TABER. That is why I objected
to it, because there was no detailed re-
view. That is why we are presented with
a mess instead of a real forward-looking
program that will benefit the country.

Mr. WEHITTINGTON. Mr. Chairman,
there is & kind of economy that is con-
structive; there is such a thing as econ-
omy that is destructive. I repeat that
if the gentleman’s contention were to
prevail, member as he is of the Com-
mittee on Appropriations, honoring him
as I do, that the Federal Government
would have been required during this
fiscal year to have made twice the ap-
propriations that we are making for
Federal-aid roads. By this provision the
money remains in the Federal Treasury
until the contracts have been completed
or payments for work done are required.
The testimony shows that all of the
States need the amounts that will be ap-
portioned to them for the next two fiscal
years, and in fact it shows that much
more will be needed than is authorized.
It will take some ten billion alone to
strengthen, widen, and reconstruct the
interregional system. The Joint Com-
mittee on the Economic Report esti-
mates today that the deficiencies of
roads, streets, and highways in the United
States amounts to over $41,000,000,0C0.
The contract provisions in the pending
bill and in all previous highway acts are
most important. The roads are selected
by the State highway departments and
in the case of secondary roads by the
county or township supervisors, and they
are approved by the Commissioner of
Public Roads. The contract provision is
absolutely essential to the sound work-
ing of the Federal-aid program. If the
contention of my friend, the gentleman
from New York, prevailed, the Commit-
tee on Appropriations would select the
* roads or parts of roads to be constructed
in every State. I prefer the provisions of
the pending bill and of all previous Fed-
eral-aid legislation under which the
State highway departments select the
roads and build them after they have
been approved by the Commissioner of
Public Roads. The public interest will
be promoted by passing the pending bill
to match the $500,000,0600 authorized for
primary, secondary, and urban roads,
and for §70,000,000 with which to increase
the Federal share on the interregional
highway system for the general conven-
ience and to promote national defense.
By =2ll means the contract provision
should obtain.

The CHATRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Mississippi has again
e:irrpi;ed; all time on this section has ex-
pired,
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The Clerk read as follows:

Sec. 4. (a) For the construction, recon-
struction, improvement, and maintenance of
roads and tralls, Inclusive of mnecessary
bridges, in national parks, monuments, and
other areas administered by the Natlonal
Park Service, including areas authorized to
be established as national parks and monu-
ments, and national park and monument ap-
proach roads authorized by the act of Janu-
ary 31, 1931 (46 Stat. 1053), as amended,
there is hereby authorized to be appropii-
ated the sum of £10,000,000 for the fiscal
year ending June 30, 1952, and a like sum for
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1853 : Provided,
That of the sum authorized by this subsec-
tion for each flscal year not more than
$4,000,000 shall be used for the maintenance
of such roads and trails and not more than
$1,000,000 shall be used for the construction
of minor roads and tralls: Provided further,
That hereafter appropriations for the con-
struection, reconstruction, and improvement
of such park and monument roads shall be
administered in conformity with regulations
jointly approved by the Secretary of the In-
terlor and the Becretary of Commerce, and
projects for the construction, reconstruction,
and improvement of such park and monu-
ment roads shall be agreed upon jointly by
the Secretary of the Interior and the Secre-
tary of Commerce.

{(b) For the construction and malntenance
of parkways, to give access to national parks
and national monuments, or to become con-
necting sections of a national parkway plan,
over lands to which title has been trans-
ferred to the United States by the States or by
private individuals, there is hereby author-
ized to be appropriated the sum of §13,000,000
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1852, and a
like sum for the fiscal year ending June 39,
1953: Provided, That of the sum authorized
by this subsection for each fiscal year not
more than $500,000 shall be used for the
maintenance of parkway roads and not more
than $400,000 shall be used for the construc-
tion of minor roads and tralls within park-
way boundaries: Provided further, That here-
after appropriations for the constructlion of
parkways shall be administered in conform-
ity with regulations jointly approved by the
Secretary of the Interior and the Secretary
of Commerce, and projects for parkway con-
struction shall be agreed upon jointly by the
Becretary of the Interlor and the Secretary of
Commerce.

(c) For the construction, improvement,
and maintenance of Indian reservation roads
and bridges and roads and bridges to provide
access to Indian reservations and Indian
lands under the provisions of the act ap-
proved May 26, 1928 (45 Stat. 750), there is
hereby authorized to bhe appropriated the
sum of $6,000,000 for the fiscal year ending
June 30, 1952, and a like sum for the fiscal
year ending June 30, 1953: Provided, That the
location, type, and design of all roads and
bridges constructed shall be approved by the
Bureau of Public Roads before any expendi-
tures are made thereon, and all such con-
struction shall be under the general supervi-
sion of the Bureau of Public Roads.

Sec. 5. All provisions of the Federal-Ald
Highway Act of 1944, approved December 20,
1944 (58 Stat. 838), and the provisions of
the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1948, ap-
proved June 29, 1648 (62 Stat. 1105), not in-
conslstent with this act, shall remain in full
force and effect.

Sec. 6. That section 14 of the Federal
Highway Act, -approved November 9, 1921
(42 Stat. 212), is hereby amended to read as
follows:

“Sec. 14. It shall be the duty of the State
to maintain any highway within its bound-
arles after construction under the provisions
of this act. If at any time the Commissioner
of the Bureau of Public Roads shall find
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that any such highway in any State is not
being properly maintained he ghall call such
fact to the attentlon of the highway depart-
ment of such State and if within 20 days
after receipt of such notice said highway has
not been put in a proper condition of main-
tenance, then the Commissioner of Fublic
Roads shall withhold approval of further
projects in such State until such highway
has been restored to a proper condition of
maintenance: Provided, That in any State
wherein the highway department 1s without
legal authority t0 maintain a highway so
construected as a secondary or an urban road
project the highway department of such
State shall enter into a forinal agresment
with the appropriate officials of the county
or city in which such highway is located for
its maintenance, and if at any time the Com-
missioner of Public Reads shall find that
such highway is not being properly main-
tained he shall call such fact to the attention
of the highway department of such State and
it within 80 days after receipt of such
notice said highway has not been put in
proper condition of maintenance then the
Commissioner of Public Reads shall withhold
approval of further secondary or urban road
projects in such county or city until said
highway shall have been placed in a proper
condition of maintenance.”

Sgc. 7. That subsection (a) of section 5 of
the Federal-Ald Highway Act of 1944, ap-
proved December 20, 1844 (58 Stat. 838), is
hereby amended by increasing the Federal
share payable on account of the costs of
rights-of-way from “one-third” to not ex-
ceed “one-half” of such costs. y 2

Sec. 8. Sectlon 3a of the Federal Highway
Act of November 9, 1921, as amended by the
act of February 20, 1931 (46 Stat, 1173), is
hereby amended to read as follows:

“Bec. 3a. That the Secretary of Commercs
is authorized to cooperate with the State
highway departments and with the Depart-
ment of the Interior in the construction of
public highways within Indlan reservations
and national parks and monuments under
the jurisdiction of the Department of the
Interior, and to pay the amount assumed
therefor from the funds allotted or appor-
tioned under this act to the State wherein
the reservations and national parks and
monuments are located.”

SEc. 9. Not to exceed $10,000,000 of any
money heretofore or hereafter appropriated
for expenditure in accordance with the pro-
visions of the Federal Highway Act, as
amended and supplemented, shall be avail-
able for expenditure by the Commissioner of
Fublic Roads, in accordance with the provi-
sions of the Federal Highway Act, as amended
and supplemented, as an emergency relief
fund, after receint of an application there-
for from the highway department of any
State, in the repair or reconstruction of high-
ways and bridges on the primary or secondary
Federal-ald highway systems which he shall
find have suffered serlous damage as the re-
sult of disaster over a wide area, such as by
floods, hurricanes, tidal waves, earthquakes,
severe storms, landslides, or other catastro-
phes in any part of the United States, and
there is hereby authorized to be appropriated
any sum or sums necessary to reimburse the
funds so expended from time to time under
the autherity of this section: Provided, That
no expenditures shall be made with respect
to any such catastrcphe in any State unless
an emergency has been declared by the Gov-
ernor of such State and concurred in by the
Commissioner of Public Roads: Provided fur-
ther, That the Federal share payable on ac-'
count of any repair or reconstruction project
provided for by funds made avallable under
this section shall not exceed 50 percent of the
cost thereof.

B8gc. 10. The Commissioner of Publiec Roads
i1s authorized and directed to assist in carry-
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ing out the action program of the President’s
Highway Safety Conference and to cooperate
with the State highway departments and
other agencies in this program to advance
the cause of safety on the streets and high-
ways: Provided, That not to exceed 875,000
shall be expended annually for the purposes
of this section.

Sec. 11. The Secretary Is authorized to
delegate to the Commissioner of Public
Roads any authority vested in him by this
act.

8ec. 12. If any section, subsection, or other
provision of this act or the application there-
of to any person or circumstance is held
invalid, the remainder of this act and the
application of such section, subsection, or
other provision to other persons or circum=-
stances shall not be affected thereby.

Sec. 13. That all acts or parts of acts in any
way inconsistent with the provisions of this
act are hereby repealed, and this act shall
take effect on its passage.

Sec. 14. This act may be cited as the “Fed-
eral Ald Highway Act of 1950.”

Mr. WHITTINGTON (interrupting the
reading of the bill). Mr, Chairman,
after conferring with the ranking minor-
ity member and other members of the
committee, and in order to facilitate the
orderly consideration of the bill, inas-
much as we have passed the main pro-
visions of the bill and the main author-
izations, the others being for national
parks, national monuments, and forest
roads, and some clarifying amendments,
I ask unanimous consent that the re-
mainder of the bill be considered as read,

be printed in the Recorp at this point,

and be open to amendment; that the
Chairman call the numbered sections
consecutively for amendment until the
last section has been disposed of. This
will not prevent the offering of amend-
ments but will facilitate the considera-

tion of the bill.

The . Is there cbjection
to the request of the gentleman from
Mississippi?

There was no objection.

The CHAIRMAN, Are there amend-
ments to section 4?

Mr. O'KONSKI. Mr. Chairman, I
offer an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. O'KoNsgI: On
page 8, line 13, strike out *$6,000,000" and
insert *$8,000,000.”

Mr. O’KONSKI. Mr. Chairman, my
amendment will increase the authoriza-
tion for roads on Indian reservations and
Indian lands from the sum of $6,000,000
to a total of $8,000,000.

When you consider that the roads on
Indian reservations and Indian lands of
the United States comprise some 20,000
miles of road, and you are allowing the
magnificent sum of $6,000,000 to take
care of these 20,000 miles of road on In-
dian reservations and Indian lands, per-
haps it would be just as well if we did not
appropriate anything at all for mainte-
nance of those roads. Dividing 20,000
miles into the sum of $6,000,000, you get
the measly sum of $300 per mile of road.
How much of a road can you maintain
for $300 per mile?

The difficulty in dealing with Indian
roads and Indian lands is the difficulty
that we have experienced in Congress
all the way through. We show an abject
amount of neglect of the Indian problem
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until an expose occurs, something like
happened a year ago in reference to con-
dition of the Navajo Indians. Then we
hurry up and appropriate haphazardly
eighty or ninety million dollars to take
care of the problem that should have
been taken care of as the years went by.

The Bureau of Indian Affairs asked for
the sum of $13,900,000 to do the job that
it thought ought to be done. The
amendment I propose does not give the
entire amount asked by the Bureau of
Indian Affairs. It merely raises the
amount from $6,000,000 to $8,000,000.
I am sure that the members of the com-
mittee when they realize 20,000 miles of
road have to be taken care of, and when
they realize the importance of taking

“care of those roads and doing something

to help solve the Indian problem
throughout the United States of Amer-
ica, will reconsider and raise this small
amount from $6,000,000 to $8,000,000 so
that a better job can be done.

Mr. WHITTINGTON. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. O'KEONSKI. I yield to the gentle-
man from Mississippi.

Mr. WHITTINGTON. The bill that
was originally introduced and consid-
ered by the committee before the com-
mittee rewrote the bhill and before
this bill we have before us was intro-
duced only provided $4,000,000. On ac-
count of the floods that have occurred
in North Dakota, through the request of
a number of our colleagues who are in-
terested in Indian lands, the committee
increased the amount to $6,000,000, which
is the largest authorization ever carried
in any bill.

May I say in this connection that I
have before me the amounts of authori-
gzations that have been made up to and
including the present fiscal year for In-
dian lands under the acts of 1944 and
1948, and I find that there are authorized
$17,649,000 that have not been appropri-
ated. In view of the unappropriated
funds heretofore authorized, notwith-
standing our sympathy for the Indians,
and they are in distress because of the
floods in several of the States, the com-
mittee feels this is a most generous
authorization in the pending bill.

Mr. O’KONSKI. Iappreciate the con=
tribution made by the distinguished gen-
tleman from Mississippi and I respect
his judgment a great deal; however, I
think that this authorization should be
increased from $6,000,000 to $8,000,000.
The committee was gracious enough, as
the chairman pointed out, to raise the
sum, after we appeared before the com-

mittee, from four to six million dollars, -

which is very much appreciated.

Mr, DONDERO. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. O'KONSKI, I yield to the gentle=
man from Michigan.

Mr. DONDERO. I call the attention
of the gentleman to the fact that this is
the amount carried in the bill in 1948,
When you consider the $17,000,000 on
hand, plus the $12,000,000 which this bill
will carry in 2 years, there will be nearly
$30,000,000 to be expended on Indian
reservation roads. It does seem to me
that is ample and adequate to take care
of the problem,
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Mr, WHITTINGTON. And as my col-
league will recall the act of 1944 carried
$6,000,000 for this purpose, as did the
act of 1948.

Mr. O'KONSKI. I realize and appre-
ciate the position of the leaders of the
Public Works Committee. I know that
our job lies not so much with the mem-
bers of this distinguished committee as
with the members of the Appropriations
Committee to try to get the adequate
amounts to do the right kind of job by
the Indian Bureau in the fleld of roads.

Mr. DONDERO. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in opposition to the amendment offered
by the gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr.
O’KoNsKI].

Mr. Chairman, the committee raised
the amount in question 50 percent before
reporting this bill to the floor. With the
amounts remaining unobligated and on
hand, it seems to me we are providing
generously for Indian roads. No harm
will be done the program by sustaining
the amount specified in the bill, I
therefore think the amendment offered
by the gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr.
O’Konsxki] should not be approved, and
I ask that it be rejected.

Mr. WIER. Mr. Chairman, I move to
strike out the last word.

Mr. Chairman, I merely wish to call
attention to the fact that I shall support
the amendment offered by the gentleman
from Wisconsin on the basis of the de-
struction that has occurred by reason of
the terrific floods in North Dakota and
Minnesota. Considerable of that de-
struction has been in the territory of
Indian reservations. I want the Mem-
bers to take cognizance of the fact that
millions of dollars worth of roads and
bridges have been destroyed in the State
of Minnesota, in the State of North
Dakota, and down through South Da-
kota. I think it is very worthy that
some consideration be given in the pro-
yvision of this extra $2,000,000. I know
the $2,000,000 the gentleman attempts to
add as an amendment is limited to In-
dian reservations, but that will help both
Minnesota and North Dakota in the re-
habilitation of utterly destroyed high-
ways and roads.

The CHAIRMAN. The question is on
the amendment offered by the gentle-
man from Wisconsin [Mr. O'’KoNsk1l.

The amendment was rejected.

The CHAIRMAN. Are there further
amendments to section 4?

Are there any amendments to section
6? Section 6? Section 7? Section 8?
Section 9?

Mr, HOLMES. Mr. Chairman, I offer
an amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amendment offered by Mr. Hormes: On
page 10, line 23, after “Sgc. 9.” insert “(a)"
and on page 11, after line 22, insert the
following: -

“(b) The Commissioner of Public Roads
{s authorized to provide for the construc-
tion, reconstruction, or improvement of
roads (including defense service roads,
bridges, tubes, and tunnels) in order to
provide access and service to military, naval,
and alr force reservations, facilities, and
installations, and to defense industries and
defense facilities and installations; and in
order to correct critical deficiencies in exist-
Ing roads in adjacent communities on which
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there is serlous congestion due primarily to
traffic generated by military, naval, and air
force reservations, facilities, and installa-
tions, or by defense industries and defense
facilities and installations, when such roads
are certified to the Secretary of Commerce
a2s essential to the national defense by the
Secretary of Defense, the Chairman of the
Atomic Energy Commission, the Chairman
of the Munitions Board of the Department
of Defense, or by the Chairman of the Re-
search and Development Board of the De-
partment of Defense. Not to exceed $10,-
000,000 of any money heretofore or hereafter
appropriated for expanditure in accordance
with the provisions of the Federal Highway
Act, as amended and supplemented, shall be
avallable for expenditure by the Commis=
sioner of Public Roads in accordance with
the provisions of such act in carrying out
the provisions of this section and there is
hereby suthorized to be appropriated any
gum or sums necessary to reimburse the
funds so expended from time to time under
authority of this section: Provided, That the
Federal share payable on account of the
construction, reconstruction, or improvement
of any such road pursuant to this section
shall not exceed the Federal pro rata share
of the cost of projects authorized by the
Federal Highway Act, as amended and sup=-
plemented, in the State in which such con=-
struction, reconstruction, or improvement
work is undertaken.”

Mr. HOLMES. Mr. Chairman, this
amendment to section 9, starting at the
bottom of page 10, does not change the
total authorization of the bill cne dollar.
It does set aside a $10,000,000 fund to be
administered by the Public Roads Ad-
ministration in exactly the same manner
as the Committee on Public Works has
set aside certain sums of money in the
past and in this bill for administering
emergency funds.

There are areas within the United
States, which might be termed “defense
areas,” where, I believe, the authority
contained in this amendment is required
for two reasons: First, to permit prompt
and rapid evacuation should any emer-
gency or defense purpose make neces-
sary such evacuation; second, to meet
present-day emergency conditions aris-
ing from the establishment of military
installations or defense plants in an area
where the present highway system is in-
adequate. These two reasons involve
both security and efficient operations at
these installations.

This amendment will give to the
proper Federal agencies necessary au-
thority to cooperate with State agencies.
It will permit the allocation of funds out
of the total authorized appropriations
for the Federal Aid Read Act, and thus
not require any additicnal money au-
thorization to that proposed in H. R.
7941,

The administration of the authoriza-
tion is properly safeguarded through the
requirement for certification by the De-
partment of Defense, the Atomic Energy
Cemmission, and so forth. It conforms
with the policy followed by Congress in
providing emergency funds to meet ex-
traordinary conditions. It follows also
the pattern of the Public Roads Admin-
istration in its program, and the lan-
guage is in a form to meet and conform
with Public Roads Administration pro-
cedure.

° The suggestion has been made that
there already is legislation ‘on the sub-
Jject covered by the biil. This, however,
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is not the case. Section 6 of the Defense
Highway Act of 1941, approved Novem-
ber 19, 1941—Fifty-fifth Statutes, page
T65—provided for the construction of
roads to military and naval reservations
and to defense industries and defense-
industry sites during the period of the
emergency when certified as being im-
portant to the national defense by the
Secretary of War or the Secretary of the
Navy. Section 6 of said act authorized
appropriations for paying the entire cost
of the construction of such roads when
so certified. However, the act approved
July 25, 1947—Public Law 239, Eightieth
Congress—contained the following pro-
visions:

That the following statutory provisions are
hereby repealed: * * *,
the act of November 19, 1841 (55 Stat. 765),
as amended, relating to the avallability for
obligation of funds appropriated pursuant to
eaid act, as amended, except that such funds
ehall remain available for the completion of
access-road projects which are mow under
construction.

The effect of the above clause is to
terminate the availability of funds un-
der section 6 of the Defense Highway
Act except as to such funds as were
permitted to remain available for the
completion of access-road projects then
under construction. There is not, there-
fore, any law now in effect which au-
thorizes the construction of such access
roads and provides funds for that pur-
pose.

The purpose of this amendment is to
make provision for meeting situations
such as outlined above, when certified
as necessary in connection with the na-
tional defense. It follows the pattern
of legislation which has been enacted
by Congress over a long period of years
with respect to relief in emergencies,
In other words, it provides a stand-by
authority which can be invoked in con-
formity with the provisions of the
amendment, and would make it unneces-
sary for Congress to provide more spe-
cific legislative authority and funds for
the purpose in individual instances that
may arise.

The need for this legislation was
brought to my attention particularly by
conditions existing in the Columbia
Basin west of the Columbia River re-
sulting from the establishment of the
Hanford Engineer Works of the Atomic
Energy Commission there. This plant
was, of necessity, located in a sparsely
settled area. It has resulted in a tre-
mendous inerease in peopulation, which
has created many complex problems in

- community life, not only for the Gov-

ernment city of Richland, but also for
the two neighboring cities of Kennewick
and Pasco, both of which have doubled
and tripled in population. The problem
is again multiplied by the recent an-
nouncement that troops will be garri-
soned in the Hanford area beginning
April 1. The construction program to
furnish quarters for these troops will
begin soon after July 1, it is expected,
end this will add an additional burden
because of the workmen coming into the
area on this new construction.

One of the chief problems has been
an increasingly difficult traffic situation
directly attributable to the lack of suf-
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ficient bridge facilities across the Co-
Ilumbia River. This, in turn, has point-
ed up the national-defense problem as
to what could be done in the event any
evacuation of that area might become
necessary. Should any emergency arise,
through any cause whatever, calling for
rapid evacuation of the area to the west
of the Columbia River, there is, at pres-
ent, no way by which either the Gov-
ernment force or civilian personnel
could be moved across the GColumbia
River and to the east or southeast be-
cause of the lack of facilities to cross
this great river. There is, at present,
only an inadequate narrow two-lane,
State-owned bridge, built in 1922, to per-
mit crossing of the river and to handle
traffic. This traffic, verified by a State
highway department count in 1948, to-
taled 104,000 vehicles in a week, and
a later count totaled 18,000 vehicles in
24 hours. In any emergency there
would be at least 75,000 to 100,000 peo-
ple to evacuate, an impossible task as
conditions now exist, should it be neces-
sary to do so quickly.

There is no highway bridge to the
north on the Columbia River from Ken-
newick except the Vantage Ferry bridge
on route 10, a distance of some 75 miles,
To the south on the Columbia River,
there is no highway bridge until you
reach the White Salmon-Hood River
bridge, which is just 65 miles out of
Portland, Oreg., and a journey of about
150 to 160 miles from the EKennewick-
Pasco bridge. It would be impossible to
get to the Vantage Ferry bridge because
it would require going straight through
the Hanford Reservation or through a
very circuitous route farther west,

The State highway department, real-
izing the emergency, has made a thor-
ough study of the necessity for a new
bridee at that location. In predicting
the traffic for the future in this area, it
is indicated that by 1951, if a bridge
could be completed by that time, there
would be on the existing bridge an an-
nual average daily count of 8,707, and
on a new structure, a count of 11,190,

The existing bridge between Pasco and
Eennewick is only 19 feet between curbs.
Of the average of 16,234 vehicles using
the bridge daily, the State highway de-
partment advises me that an origin-
destination survey shows an average
daily traffic count of 9,150 vehicles using
the present bridge, which was entirely
generated by reason of the installation
at Richland, I am advised by the State
highway department that application
was made some time ago through the
Public Roads Administration, supported
by a resolution from the House of Rep-
resentatives of the State of Washington,
for an allocation of Federal money as a
matching fund to enable the State high-
way department to construct a bridge
across the Columbia River between
Pasco and Kennewick capable of han-
dling the increased trafiic at that point.
As explained before, funds could not
be allocated until legislation of this na-
ture could be passed.

I urge favorable consideration by the
House of this proposed amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Washington has ex-
pired.
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Mr, JOHNSON. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
may proceed for two additional minutes.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
California?

There was no objection.

Mr. JOHNSON. AsI understand it, in
the event that the appropriate military
officials certify the need for a road, then
the Public Roads Commission has the
right to allocate the funds for that road?

Mr. HOLMES. Yes; under the limita-
tion of a fund of money which I have
asked to be set aside, in the amendment,
of $10,000,000 will be used in extraordi-
nary circumstances by the certification
of the Public Roads Commission and
the Department of Defense in exactly
the same manner as they handle ex-
traordinary situations with flood
moneys.

Mr. JOHNSON. I know of two in-
stallations in southern California out
in the Mojave Desert, which are very
much isolated from the rest of the world.
Would that kind of installation be eligi-
ble in the event a proper certification is
made and if they could convince the
Roads Commission? Then could they
get some highway relief?

Mr. HOLMES. Yes; they would.

Mr. JOHNSON. If the gentleman’s
amendment is adopted, it does not in-
griaase the amount authorized by this

?

Mr. HOLMES. No; it does not in-
crease the amount by a single dollar.

Mr. JOHNSON. It only carves out a
maximum of $10,000,000 from the full
amount of the authorization. Is that
not correct?

Mr. HOLMES. That is correct, plus
the fact, may I say to the gentleman
from California, that this amendment
operates in the same manner as a 50-50
mateching fund with the various areas
that are involved that is with certified
projects. While during the war emer-
gﬁlncy the Government paid the entire

Mr. JOHNSON. In other words, if
that were done in my State, California
would matech the amount on the basis of
50 percent?

Mr. HOLMES. That is right.

Mr, JOHNSON. And that would be
the situation in every other State?

Mr. HOLMES. That is right.

Mr. DONDERO. Mr, Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr, HOLMES, I yield.

Mr. DONDERO. What does the gen-
tleman’s amendment provide as to where
this money would come from?

Mr, HOLMES, It would come out of
the authorization in the bill.

Mr. DONDERO. 8o that, if the gen-
tleman’s amendment prevails, the
amount to be set aside would lower the
other authorizations in the bill which are
intended for other purposes?

Mr, HOLMES. It would only be in-
volved in handling that particular type
of emergency and extraordinary condi-
tions, as you do in flood-control work.

Mr. DONDERO. Is this the same
amendment that the gentleman pro-
posed before the committee?

Mr. HOLMES. That is right.
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Mr, WHITTINGTON. Mr. Chairman,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr, HOLMES. I yield to the distin-
guished chairman.

Mr. WHITTINGTON. The gentleman
{s being very frank, but that is not the
whole story. There is a little word, to
wit: “revolving.” As ]I recall the amend-
ment and as I recall the genfleman’s
bill, it might involve $10,000,000 or it
might involve $20,000,000 or it might in-
volve a great deal more. It is indefinite
on the face of it.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Washington has ex-
pired.

Mr. HOLMES. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent to proceed for two
additional minutes.

The CHAIRMAN, Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Washington?

There was no objection.

Mr. HOLMES. In reply to the dis-
tinguished chairman, the amendment is
limited to the $10,000,000 fund. That is
a limitation placed in the amendment.

Mr. WHITTINGTON. With all due
deference, that means a revolving fund,
and it is to begin with $10,000,000, but
it may aggregate $100,000,000 before we
get through.

Mr. HOLMES. It does not have to be
replenished past the $10,000,000 point un-
til it is used up under the language of
the amendment and only after proper
certification of a project by the Publie
Roads Administration and the Depart=-
ment of Defense.

Mr. WHITTINGTON. Well, certain-
1y not.

Mr. HOLMES. I hope the committee
will give favorable consideration to the
amendment.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from Washington has expired.

Mr., WHITTINGTON. Mr. Chair-
man, I ask unanimous consent that all
debate on this amendment and all
amendments thereto close in 5 minutes.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Mississippi?

There was no objection.

Mr, WHITTINGTON. Mr. Chairman,
I ask for recognition.

Mr. Chairman, translated, the amend-
ment offered by the gentleman from
Washington [Mr. Hormes] means that
for the enlargement and building of a
bridge across the Columbia River, Wash-
ington and Oregon be given preference
in the matter of bridge construction in
the United States.

The gentleman has a bill that has been
considered by our committee. We heard
him. The hearings are available to the
membership. The committee declined to
embrace the provisions of the gentle-
man’s bill and the gentleman’s amend-
ment. The committee rejected it, and
I think properly so.

Section 9 treats all of the States exact-
ly alike with respect to emergencies.
Section 9 is not new law. It obtained in
1934, 1936, and 1943. It provides that in
emergencies, in the event of a storm or
a catastrophe of any kind, $10,000,000
only—not a revolving fund—$10,000,000
of the funds appropriated as authorized
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in this bill shall be made immediately
available so that if a Federal-aid road or
bridge has been destroyed or damaged it
would not be necessary to wait until the
next session of the Congress to repair it.

The provisions of that section have
been tried and approved. That fund has
been exhausted. So we ask in this bill,
under section 9, that that law be reen-
acted, because that fund has been ex-
hausted. But the gentleman from Wash-
ington [Mr. HoLmEs], with respect to an
atomic project out there, has got a con-
gested condition. There is a bridze
across the Columbia River and conges-
tion obtains when you reach the ap-
proaches. That is true whether it is
down here at the Fourteenth Street
bridge over the Potomac River in Wash-
ington, or whether it is a bridge over
many other rivers and in many cities
and States. That condition obtains
generally in the United States. The
committee pointed out that in many
cities in this country there are rivers that
divide cities, and it is just as necessary

- that additional bridees be construeted in

those cities as it is near an atomic energy
project, in the gentleman'’s district.

Out of the billions that we have au-
thorized for that atomic energy project,
a railroad has been constructed to reach
it. Under national defense, if they need
as I understand the law, the
Atomic Commission has a right to pro-
vide funds for the construction of a
highway or a bridge. But now, in addi-
tion to the funds allocated to his State,
the gentleman, vigilant and persistent,
I might add, and properly so, in behalf
of his constituents, asks the Congress to
provide a revolving fund to construct
a bridge out there that he is interested
in. When that amount of $10,000,000
is used up, without any further author-
ization it would automatically be replen-
ished. If his bridge is constructed and
your bridge is constructed and other
bridges are constructed, it might amount
to $100,000,000. It is an unsound pro-
posal. In my judgment, if it was essen=
tial to national defense, the Atomic En-
ergy Commission that is building a rail-
road out there, at a cost of something
more than a million dollars, as I recall,
would have authority, as they did dur-
ing the war, to construct it. Now, under
the guise of providing an additional fa-
cility, the gentleman is offering an
amendment which would bring forward
the law that obtained during the war,
that authorized the President of the
United States, as Commander in Chief,
to construct at Federal expense—except
that he would match it—military and
other installations.

The committee considered the gentle-
man’s proposal and I think properly re-
jected it.

I now yield to the gentleman.

Mr. HOLMES. In all due fairness to
the gentleman’s remarks, this is Nation-
wide. It does not pertain just to that
particular area.

Mr, WHITTINGTON. Is that a ques-
tion or a statement? .

Mr. HOLMES. It is Nation-wide.

Mr, WHITTINGTON. But, in all fair-
ness, it is intended to apply to the atomie
energy project across the Columbia
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River, because you are the only Member
of Congress who has been before our
committee in behalf of a project of this
kind. We considered it carefully. We
heard vou at length, and, in all kindness,
if the State of Washington is as much
interested as you and the people of your
district seem to be, they can match the
fund and provide for an additional or
longer bridge, just as they can do in
‘many other cities out of Federal-aid
funds apportioned to the States.

Mr. HOLMES. Of course, that is what
they would do all over the Nation in re-
lation to this amendment, in those acute
defense areas.

Mr., WHITTINGTON. Yes, but in
peacetime, under the guise of an atomic
energy project, you are trying to get out

of the funds appropriated for all the peo-

ple in the United States, enough money
s=t aside so that this bridge may be con-
structed. In my judement, the amend-
“ mznt should be defeated.
The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
- gentleman from Mississippi has expired.
'~ The question is on the amendment of-
fered by the gentleman from Washing-
ton.

The amendment was rejected.

(The CHAIRMAN called sections 10 to
13, inclusive, for amendment, but none
was offered.)

The CHAIRMAN. Are there amend-
ments to section 14?

Mr. EKEATING. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike out the last word.

Mr. Chairman, at the appropriate
time, I shall offer a motion to recommit
this bill to the Committee on Public
Works, with the direction to report the
same back to the House forthwith, with
a modest reduction of 20 percent in the
annual amounts authorized to be appro-
priated under section 1 for Federal aid
to highway construction.

The amount of the saving, if this
motion should carry, would be $100,000,-
000 a year for the 2 years involved, or a
total of $200,000,000. h

By this amendment I seek to make a
modest reduction of 20 percent in the
annual amounts authorized to be appro-
priated under this program for Federal
aid . to highway construction,
amount of the saving, if the amendment

is adopted, would be $100,000,000 a year .

for the 2 years involved, or a total of
$200,000,000.

I would be less than frank were I not
to admit at the outset that even if this
motion should carry, I would still feel
compelled to vote against the hill. The
Members are entitled to that frank state-
ment from me at the outset.

Two years ago, when our budget was
bhalanced, we authorized an expenditure
of $450,000,000 a year for fiscal 1950
and 1951. Now, when we have been run-
ning for 2 years in the red to the tune of
over $5,000,000,000 a year, it is proposed
to authorize for fiscal 1952 and 1953 even
more—=$500,000,000 a year, or a total of
$1,000,000,000. In addition to that, of
course, this bill earries with it authoriza-
tions for other road-construction projects
not covered by my amendment, amount-
ing to $136,500,000 a year, or a total for
the 2 years of $273,000,000.

The |,
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Good roads are, of course, vital to the
welfare and progress of our great coun-
try. But the same argument may, with
equal force, be advanced regarding many
other features of our national life.

We have been presented by the com-
mittee, on pages 4 and 5 of the report,
with a table showing the amount which
each State will receive under this pro-
gram. The last column gives the ap-
portionment of the total figure of $570,~
000,000, which is involved in sections 1
and 2, and the next-to-the-last column
gives the apportionment of the $500,-
000,000 figure involved in section 1
alone, to which my motion will b2
addressed.

Mr. GAVIN. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. KEATING. I will be very happy
to yield to the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania and others at the end of my re-

marks that they may inquire what -

amount their States would receive and
what they pay.

Under this program, for instance, New -

York will receive $31,700,000. But New
York’s contribution to all Federal-aid
programs is 18.35 percent, so that New
York citizens will pay $91,700,000 in
order to get back $31,700,000 out of the
$500,000,000 fund.

Here are the figures on all the 14 States
which contribute to Federal road pro-
grams more than they receive:

Porcent Amount

contrib- contrib- Amount

Elates uted-to uted to received
Federal- | $502,000,000 |Federal road

aid pro- |Federal road| program

grams program

California. .....-. 7.3 | $36, 500,000 | §26,800,000
Connecticu 1.50 7, £00, 000 4, 800, 000
Delaware. . .76 3, 800, COO 2, 000, 000
1llinois.... 8,82 44,100, COO 21, 800, 000
Kentucky. 2.0 10, 000, GO0 8, 400, 000
Maryland 2.64 | 13, 200, 000 4, 500, 000
Massachus 3.04 | 15, 200, 000 9, 800, C0D
Michigan.. 6.34 | 31, 700, 000 17, 000, 000
New Jersey...i... 2,84 | 14, 200, 000 9, 500, 000
New York:.. 1835 | 91,700,000 31, 700,000
. North Carolina... 2.88 | 14, 400, 000 11, 100, (00
(0] i [Vt 6.49 32, 400, 000 19, £00, (00
Pennsylvania .. 7.04 | 30,700, 000 23, 600, 000
Yigiol e 1.50 £, £00, Co0 8, £00, 000

The charge may be made by one of
the Members from the 34 States which
contribute less than they receive under
such Federal-aid programs that this at-
titude is provincial, and that, as Mem-
bers of the national legislative body, we
should look at all of these questions from
the point of view of the national inter-
est alone, without regard to their effect
on our own constituents. Perhaps there
is some merit in that argument. The
difficulty is that provincialism is evi-
denced day in and day out most fre-
quently and most clearly by those who
are securing something for their own
districts at the expense of everybody
else. It is to offset that type of argu-
ment, almost daily heard in this body
and the other body, that I have felt it
desirable to call the attention of my
colleagues, particularly those from the
States which I have enumerated, to the
burden which they are casting upon the
people in their own districts by favoring
the measure before us, and opposing the
motion which I shall offer,
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Nor do I concede the charge which will
be made that opposition to this bill and
the proposal of this motion to recommit
stems from an effort to protect only the
taxpayers of a limited geographical area.

It seems to me it is the height of irre-
sponsibility in the present precarious
state of our Federal finances, faced as
we are with inescapable commitments to
preserve the security of our country for
us, as representatives of all of the people
of the United States, to vote an actual
increase in authorizations for the con-
struction of highways—surely one activ-
ity where prudence would dictate some
pruning, rather than enlargement of ex-
penditures.

Despite the honeyed words from high

. gquarters, no responsible official connected

with either our Defense Department or
cur Department of State envisions in
the immediate future any substantial re-
duction in our budgetary provisions for
the armed services. Indeed, all the talk,

. except that of a purely political char-

acter, is along the line of a possible in-
crease in these commitments. In the
present state of world affairs we dare
not, we will not fail to make adequate
provision for the needs of our armed
services and research projects.

We are a mighty Nation, guarding not
only our freedom but the freedom and
hope of freemen everywhere. Nothing
could be more false or more foolish than
to cripple our armed services while the
world is in its present state of turmoil
and unrest.

In the meantime, however, it is im-
perative that we reduce our domestic
expenses. Projects, buildings, roads, and
plans which would have first priority in
more normal times must be postponed
until such time as we can afford them, or
scaled down to meet the capabilities of
our people. We are not free agents in
the true sense, since a major part of our
budget today is determined for us by the
despotie rulers of a foreign power.

Our country is undoubtedly the
wealthiest, most prosperous nation in
the world at the present time, but we
must not delude ourselves into thinking
that we can afford to waste our wealth
on a multitude of peacetime projects, in
addition to bearing the tremendous bur-
den of maintaining an adequate defense.

There comes a point in taxation where
diminishing returns begin to result. To
continue to further expand our economy
and our prosperity we must not make the
rate of taxation so high that people will
not have the incentive to invest their
money. In order to preserve our ability
to support the Government by taxes we
must maintain a sound and prosperous
economy.

We must tailor our expenditures to
meet the amount of income which the
Government receives in the form of
taxes. A sound fiscal policy, embracing
a just rate of taxation and the practice of
economy with regard to normal spend-
ing, is the soundest defense policy we can
have.

We must not fritter away our wealth
and our freedom for the short-lived
benefit of special interest groups who
put their sectional or political welfare
above that of the Nation.
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The CHAIRMAN. The time of the
gentleman from New York has expired.

Mr. EEATING. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous- consent to proceed for five
additional minutes,

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
New York?

There was no objection.

Mr. EEATING. Mr, Chairman, there
could be no benefit in defeating commu-
nism abroad if we allow ourselves to slip
into financial ruin here at home. More~
over, nothing would please the Kremlin
and the Communists more than to have
the United States, the stronghold of lib-
erty and individual rights, become a vic=
tim of our own extravagance.

The reduction which I shall propose in
my motion is modest indeed—only 20
percent off the $500,000,000 figure, and
only about 10 percent under the last au-
thorization bill which we adopted.

Furthermore, since this is a planning
bill for fiscal 1952 and 1953, it cannot
successfully be contended that such a re-
duction will result in any interference
with projects already under way. The
time has come—indeed, long since was
here—for us to begin to cut down on the
always enticing, but surely destructive
course of raising, year after year, the
authorized expenditures for this, that, or
the other Federal project. No harm can
come to any community by this reduc-
tion. On the other hand, a reversal in
our profligate policy will be hailed, not
alone among those in the 14 States which
I have enumerated, but throughout the
country, as an indication that it is at
long last sinking into our collective con-
sciousness that if our country is to make
substantial, constructive progress; if it
is to build its future, not on the sands,
but-on a rock; if it is to maintain its posi-
tion of world leadership and preserve,
not only its own freedom but freedom
throughout the world, it can only be
done by the careful husbanding of our
own resources and the prudent manage-
ment of our own financial structure.

Mr. GAVIN., Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. EEATING. I yield to the gentle-
man from Pennsylvania.

Mr, GAVIN. I would like to have the
gentleman quote the figures for Penn-
sylvania that he did for New York.

Mr. KEATING. Pennsylvania's per-
centage of contribution to Federal aid
programs is 7.94 percent and the amount,
therefore, which it contributes to the
$500,000,000 is $39,700,000. For that $39,-
000,000 plus it receives back $23,600,000,
or a difference of over $13,000,000.

Mr. JONES of Alabama. Mr. Chair-
man, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. KEEATING. I yield to the gentle-
man from Alabama.

Mr, JONES of Alabama. May I point
out to the gentleman that we had before
our committee Mr. B. D. Towney, super-
intendent of public works for the State
of New York.

Mr. KEATING. If the superintendent
of public works of the State of New
York appeared along with all the other
superintendents of public works from
other States in favor of this bill, I differ
with him just the same as I differ with
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the others. But I point out to my friend
from Alabama that the New York State
Assembly has passed a memorializing
resolution which I inserted in the REcorp
on May 9 and which will be found at
page A3418. In that resolution the at-
tention of the New York congressional
delegation and others was drawn to the
annual tendency to increase these Fed-
eral-aid programs—$2,190,000,000 for
fiscal 1949, over three billion for fiscal
1950, and approaching four billion for
fiscal 1951. Stress was placed on the
glaring discrimination and tremendous
financial drain suffered by New York
State taxpayers under these Federal-aid
programs which we were importuned by
this resolution to revise to remove the
resulting inequities.

I feel reasonably sure that Governor
Dewey and the New York State officials
would agree with my position on this
legislation but if not, with all due def-
erence I must insist that I feel respon-
sible for taking such action as my own
conscience, not that of someone else, may
dictate.

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr,
Chairman, I move to strike out the last
word.

Mr. Chairman, of course everyone ad-
mits that we must have highways, but it
seems futile to attempt to build high-
ways unless we have some more strin-
gent regulations as to their use.

Driving from Washington to Michi-
gan and also on the return trip, about
675 miles, a tally was kept of the pas-
senger cars on the return trip and of
the trucks on the highways. Much to
my amazement, on the return frip it
was learned that the trucks—and this
is almost unbelievable—exceeded in
number the passenger cars that met and
passed us each way.

This also was learned, that in the
villages and towns and cities where
pavement had been laid some years 2go
and was of lighter construction, it was
almost completely broken up; that only
on the turnpike and perhaps one other
stretch of road in Ohio was the pave-
ment what might be now termed pass-
able, usable.

Trucks on the highways apparently
are growing larger each year and cer-
tainly their speed is increasing. Some
trucks at least approximating in weight
some of the freight cars.

One member of the State police, com-
menting upon the subject—and of
course I cannot vouch for his accuracy,
giving only what he said—stated that
the blocks on the turnpike, if one
watched them when there was a light
rainstorm or when the blocks were wet,
those large blocks tilted at the joints,
spraying water when some of these
trucks went over them.

If that is the condition, and those of
you who travel on the main highways are
as able as I am to judge, if that is the
condition, and it appears to be, have we
not reached the time when we must do
something to limit the weight and the
number of the trucks or build a special
roadway for them?

It was only last fall, as I recall, when,
coming down the turnpike, there was
anywhere from a quarter to a half mile
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of trucks lined up on the side of the
highway. Evidently the State police had
found the method of calling into the
courts, those who were driving over-
weight vehicles on the highway and hav-
ing them fined or occasionally im-
prisoned ineffectual to stop that practice.
So these trucks were lined up, and many
of them were being forced to unload
before they would permit them to pro-
ceed. You can imagine what damage
that was to the perishable freight.

That seemed to be the only effective
way of controlling that practice of over-
loading which it was charged was de-
stroying our highways, both State and
federally built, to prevent their destruc-
tion by those who are using the highways
for traffic lanes.

Mr, SHORT. Mr. Chairman, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. I yield
to the gentleman from Missouri.

Mr. SHORT. Everything the gentle-
man has said is absolutely true, which is
the strongest argument for this bill. In-
stead of $500,000,000, it should be $1,000,-
000,000.

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Oh,
well, why not make it $10,000000,000?
Why not make it $12,000,000,000? That
kind of argument coming from that
source is most surprising. What are the
foundations of the gentleman’s argu-
ment? Only that tax money is un-
limited.

I have heard the gentleman express
his opposition to appropriations abroad
because we have to limit our contribu-
tions, because there is a bottom to the
barrel somewhere; as to all other sources
of supply of anything there is a bottom
somewhere.

The gentleman is voicing the old falla-
cious argument, which I have so many
times heard him so eloquently demolish,
to wit, that the Federal Government has
an inexhaustible source of supply—that
there is no limit to the number of dollars
that can be collected from taxpayers.

That, as the gentleman himself has
often said, is errant nonsense.

If the gentleman is now correct, why
not build four-lane highways on the
main traveled routes throughout the
country? Why not at least a black-top
road to every farmhouse?

All are desirable. There is just one
reason for not undertaking that program
and that is that the money is not avail-
able and it cannot with safety to our
Nation be made available.

I am not objecting to good highways.
Of course, we should have them. The
point, and the only point, which I am
trying to make is that we should, by
some fair and adequate means, at least
make some effort to preserve the high-
ways we have, to limit the use of the
highways we build, in such manner that
they will not be destructively used.

A highway can only sustain a certain
load, the amount of which can be easily
and accurately determined by engincers
and experts.

I am not arguing that the trucks do
not contribute by way of tax and license
fees a fair sum for the use they make of
the highways, for I lack the information
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to express a worth-while opinion on that
subject.

Permit me to express a doubt that
some others who do express opinions on
that topic have adequate information.

The point which I am arguing is—and
I repeat—that, inasmuch as we all know
that the highways will not withstand the
pounding they get from ever-increasing
loads, the Federal Government make a
study of this subject; then build a high-
way which can adequately carry and
withstand the traffic load which is per=-
mitted to travel over it.

A truck carrying a load equal to that
of some freight cars certainly must be
limited as to speed, and it must have a
track which is equal to the burden of
carrying the load.

Ordinary observation and common
sense convince the observing and the
thinking indiviiual that highways built
for passenger cars and light trucks at
moderate speed cannot, with safety to
the public or proper conservation of the
roadway, be traveled by trucks carrying
freight-car loads at express-car speed.

Lzt us get as much out of the dollar
expended for highway purposes as we
poseibly ecan. That procedure means
more and bztter roads for everyone.

Mr, WHITTINGTON. Mr. Chairman,
I ask unanimous consent that all debate
on the bill and all amendments thereto
close in 20 minutes, with 5 minutes re-
served to the committee.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
Mississippi?

There was no objection.

Mr. SHORT. Mr. Chairman, I move
to strike out the last word.

Mr. Chairman, we all admire the abil-
ity and relish and appreciate the keen
wit, and at times biting sarcasm and
irony, of our good friend the gentleman
from Michigan [Mr. HorFMan]l. Those
of us who have been privileged to travel
through Germany, which is not as large
as the State of Texas, but which has
70,000,000 people, have been impressed
with her superhighways, the autobahns.
Regardless of what we think, however
much we might despise and hate Hitler,
he did one magnificent job in building
autobahns all the way from Friedrichs-
hafen and Mannheim down through
Stuttgart and Karlsruhe to Munich, and
then up north to Frankfurt, Cologne, and
across to Bremen and Hamburg, and
down to Berlin, Dresden, and Leipzig, to
Hannover and Nuremberg—all over the
land, without a single lane coming into
the main highway; all overheads and
underpasses.

His great mistake was that he neg-
lected his railroads.

I was amazed to find 20 years after be-
ing a student in Germany they had the
same old rolling stock as when I was a
student there. But everyone knows that
the building of double-lane highways
with a parkway between them, beautiful
and not cluttered up with a lot of signs
and advertisements, contributes much to

. the strength of a nation. If there is one
thing in which we make a sound, solid
investment, I think it is in the construc-
tion of roads in this country, which are
so lamentably short and in such poor
condition.
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When you build highways there is ab-
solutely no politics or diserimination in-
volved. Old dealers, New Dealers, Dem-
ocrats, Republicans, everybody drives
over the highways. Every single Mem-
ber of the Congress, whether you live
50 miles from Washington or 2,500 miles,
drives over these highways. Some of
our Members have been Kkilled, too, in
trying to get back to their duties here
in the Capitol. Of course, I believe in
economy, may I say to my friend, the
gentleman from Michigan., Of course,
I have voted against the dishing out of
Government largess, particularly to the
sending of checks to places where you
need to be reelected.
eral Government has been going into
Missouri, and they are going into Illi-
nois, and they will even go out to Wyo-
ming and Idaho. They will collect $1,-
000,000 from you in taxes and then after
taking their toll here in Washington,
they will send one-third of that amount
back to you in checks, a few weeks be-
fore election, to keep themselves in
power., It is a big brokerage fee.

No one is against that sort of prac-
tice more than I am. Buti here we have
something that is sound, sane, sensi-
ble, and constructive. The able gentle-
man from Mississippi [Mr. WHITTING-
Ton], who does not aspire to come back
to the House of Representatives, and
who is retiring after these many years
of useful service, needs to be listened to,
because he spelled it out here.

In answer to my good friend, the gen-
tleman from New York [Mr. Keatingl,
if you will study the table which is given
in the report of the committee, I think
the allocation to the different States is
fair and equitable. Whether you are
from New York or Missouri, when you
drive across the country, of course you
want good highways and you want
bridges. This committee is composed of
good men. They have carefully and cau-
tiously considered every item in the bill,
As I understand, it was reported unani-
mously as a result of the close coopera=
tion between the able chairman [Mr.
WHiTTINGTON] and our distinguished
and able friend from Michigan [Mr,
Dowpero]l. I do not see that there
should be any opposition to this bill, and
I repzat, instead of providing for $500,-
000,000, which today does not mean more
than $200,000,000 did 15 years ago, it
should be much a larger amount. The
Eightieth Congress voted $1,500,000,000
for good roads; $500,000,000 a year for
3 years and that was when we Repub-
licans were in control.

I hope we vote on it shortly and pass
it overwhelmingly.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman
from Michigan [Mr. CRAWFORD] is recog-
nized.

Mr. CRAWFORD. Mr. Chairman, I
wish to use this 5 minutes discussing this
bill and the question of roads and trails.

First, I wish to ask the chairman of
the committee to tell us as briefly as pos-
sible so as to conserve time, from what
source the $1,000,000,000 will come which
is provided for in this bill for June 30,
1952, and June 30, 1953? In other words,
do I understand that the States will have
to match the Federal Government to the
extent of 50 percent of this figure?

I know the Fed-
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Mr. WHITTINGTON. For the year
1949 the Federal Government collected
$1,326,054,091 in user taxes of which
$503,648,471 were derived from the 114-
cent Federal gasoline tax. This bill au-
thorizes $500,000,000 for Federal aid pri-
mary, secondary, and urban roads to be
matched by the States. It also author-
izes $70,000,000 with an increased Fed-
eral share to encourage construction on
the interrigonal system. The Federal
Government pays the entire cost of roads
through parks; so, I would say that the
people of the United States, the road
users, are providing the funds in this bill.
The Federal road user taxes amount to
about a billion and a half a year, and
the tax on gasoline alone at 1% cents
amounts to approximately $500,000,000
annually which is the amount of the au-
thorization for each of the 2 years,

Mr. CRAWFORD. That answers the
question: The people who use the roads
pay for the roads.

A few months ago we had a steesl strike
in this country. To keer the automobile
factories running in the great State of
Michigan it was necessary for the auto-
mobile manufacturers to use trucks and
airplanes and railroads day and night
pushing everything to the maximum to
get steel on hand to accommodate pay-
rollees working in the factories during
the steel strike so that the automobile
business would not have to shut down on
account of the steel strike. We had a
coal strike; we had a railroad strike a
few days ago; and let me say something
to all the Members of this House: We are
not going to take the trucks off the high-
ways of the United States now or later.
Anybody ought to know that who knows
anything about the economy of the
country; anybody who thinks at all ought
to know that the railroads alone can-
not serve the economy of the United
States.

Anybody ought to know we will have
to build stronger roads and wider roads
and more roads in order to accommodate
the traffic of the United States if we
are going to pay 50 percent of the obli-
gations that we have agreed to pay.

The trucks that use the highways pay
for the use of those highways, else you
can place the responsibility right with
the Stale public utilities commissions
who control those trucks. There is no
point in getting up here and kicking
about the trucks using the highways.
I have shipped too many goods all over
this country by rail, air, and trucks. So
rather than conceding to anybody that
you are going to reduce the trucks that
use the highways, I say you are going
to put more trucks on the highways. If
this Congress exercises good judgment
in peacetime it will build highways that
will accommodate tourist ears and
trucks. In wartime, in time of emer-
gency, when there are strikes in our
great basic industries, we need these
roads, and my friend and colleague, the
gentleman from Michigan [Mr. HorF-
MAN] knows that just as well as I do.

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Mr.
Chairman, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. CRAWFORD. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Michigan.

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Why,
sure, I know we need military highways.
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Does the gentleman know what hap-
pened in Germany? The gentleman
from Missouri spoke about the highways
that Hitler built, and then told how his
enemies came in and got into the very
heart of the country. I'have no griev-
ance against the trucks except I want
them to pay their fair share.

t.hhi.r' CRAWFORD, They are doing

a

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. That is
what the gentleman says.

Mr. CRAWFORD. I say they are
doing that or the responsibility lies at
the desk of the State public utilities com-
mission. We do not regulate the trucks
with respect to the amount they pay for
a permit. Congress passes the laws
which gives the trucks a chance to ap-
ply for an interstate permit so that they
may cross State lines. We do not as-
sess for the license plates that they have
on that truck. The State public utili-
ties commissions and the Federal regu-
latory commission assess the charges.

Mr. HOFFMAN of Michigan. Does
not the gentleman think the trucks are
giving the railways that furnish their
own rights-of-way some pretty severe
competition just now?

Mr. CRAWFORD. The demands of
the traffic in the United States which
supports the truck industry create a
competitive condition with the railroads,
so do the airlines create a competitive
condition, so it is the waterways create
a competitive condition, but nowhere
among all those services have you enough
transportation service today to serve the
people of this country with expedition
if strikes occur or if war is on.

The CHATRMAN. The Chair recog-
nizes the gentleman from Mississippi
[Mr., WHITTINGTON].

Mr. WHITTINGTON. Mr. Chairman,
replying to the gentleman from Mich-
igan with respect to large trucks and
large loads may I say that the States pay
one-half of the cost of the Federal-aid
highways. The States regulate the size
of the trucks. A Member of Congress
told me two weeks ago Sunday that in
coming home he passed in one place a
line of about 100 trucks, as he estimated,
that were stopped by the authorities of
Virginia because they were overloaded.
The States levy taxes dependent upon
size on trucks and buses. The authori-
ties of the State of Virginia arrested and
fined the operators of trucks violating
State laws. So do authorities of other
States. We want the laws enforced, but
the enforcement of those laws and the
policing of those highways is with the
States.

Mr. Chairman, with respect to the
matter of Federal aid and with respect
to some States paying more than they
receive under the terms of this bill, there
have been from time to time a few from
several of the States who have opposed
Federal aid. There have been some from
New York, but what would the people of
New York City do if they were not sup-
ported by the purchase of their manu-
factures by the people of the United
States? The Union Pacific Railroad,
as I recall, is located west of the Mis=
sississippi River, yet New York City gets
credit for the income taxes that railroad
pays, as the main offices and domicile of

the corporation are in New York. Many
income and other Federal taxes are col-
lected in New York, but they are based
upon earnings in other States. Taxeson
automobiles are collected in Michigan,
but the people of other States pay the
taxes. Michigan, like New York, gets
credit for taxes that are paid in those
States, but really earned in other States.

What about North Carclina? What
about Virginia? No complaint about
Federal aid comes from those and other
States. Who pays the taxes that are
collected in North Carolina on cigarettes
and tobacco? While collected in North
Carolina, while collected in New Jersey
and Connecticut for insurance, fire, and
life, while collected in Pennsylvania on
steel, who pays the taxes that are re-
mitted to the Federal Treasury from
these States? Of course the answer is
that the people of all the States pay
taxes that are collected in North Caro-
lina, Virginia, Pennsylvania, New York,
and other States.

For practically 20 years I have heard
highway commissioners from practically
every State in the United States from
time to time. I have heard the few who
oppose the money who advocate Fed-
eral aid and every 2 years I have seen
the Congress of the United States over-
whelming, if not unanimously, endorse
the proposals of this bill. I think Con-
gress was sound in making that endorse-~
ment.

There are no toll roads in this bill that
are contributed to by the Federal Gov-
ernment,

In conclusion, permit me to say with
respect to the contract features empha-
sized by my good friend, the gentleman
from New York [Mr, Taser], if his con-
tention were to prevail before any mile
of road could be constructed in Georgia
or in New York there would have to be a
hearing before the Committee on Appro-
priations to determine whether or not
that committee would approve the par-
ticular road. Under the terms of this
hill, tried and tested under a procedure
approved by the superintendent of roads
of the State of New York, under the
administration of Governor Dewey, the
best method of the selection of roads has
been worked out and tested over a period
of more than 25 years, or since the en-
actment of the original act in 1921.

For my part, and I believe I speak for
all the people of the United States, we
would rather that the State highway de-
partment, with the approval of the Com-
missioner of Public Roads, select the
roads than that any committee or sub-
committe of the Appropriations Com-
mittee of the Congress select them, be-
cause, among other good reasons, the
States pay one-half the cost. I know
that the terms of this bill, every provi-
sion in this bill, have been tried out. The
sgm of $500,000,000 was authorized in
1944,

The two members in the other body
who insisted on reducing that to
$450,000,000 after the House had passed
it at $500,000,000 in 1948 under the ad-
ministration of my good friend GeorcE
Donbero, then chairman of the commit-
tee on Public Works in the House, than
whom there is no finer man or no more
valuable Member of Congress—when it

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

7347

went to the other body, the pseudo-ad-
vocates of economy were destructive of
real economy. The two men on that con-
ference committee who insisted upon re-
ducing that authorization, in the face
of the fact that a road that now costs
$55,000,000 cost $20,000,000 16 years ago,
were defeated in the very next election
that followed the approval of that con-
ference report in 1948.

I know of no more satisfactory public
work, and in all my experience, and I
have piloted practically every Federal-
Aid Highway Act through this House for
the past 18 years, I have never submitted
for your consideration a more construc-
tive act, an act fairer to all the people
and to all the States of the United States
than the bill under consideration, which
I trust will be passed.

Mr. ANGELL. Mr, Chairman, I rise
in support of H. R. 7241 which is the bill
to amend and supplement the Federal-
Aid Road Act, approved July 11, 1916, as
amended. I am a member of the Public
Works Committee which considered this
bill and it was reported unanimously by
the committee after extensive hearings
and careful censideration by the com-
mittee. While the Public Works Com-
mittee desires to cooperate in a program
of economy in order to curtail so far as
possible public expenditures and keep
the Federal budget in balance, yet after
due consideration it felt that it could
not, in deference to the welfare of the
Nation, eliminate the necessary author-
ization for expenditures for the public
roads of the United States. This bill
merely carries out a program that has
been in existence since 1921 providing
Federal aid for construction of the high-
way system throughout the Nation. As
a matter of fact appropriations author-
ized by this bill, while in dollars a little
in excess of those heretofore appropri-
ated annually, in road-construction ac-
complishment it is less than is usually
appropriated by reason of the shrinkage
in the construction dollar. As you are
aware, it takes approximately $3 now to
provide road construction that could be
secured with $2 before the war,

Furthermore revenues from Federal
gasoline, oil, and motor equipment taxes
imposed on road users exceeds these
moneys authorized for roads. In fact
these taxes pay into the Federal Treas-
ury almost three times as much as is
authorized by this bill. As was pointed
out by our chairman, a country without
roads is a country which has never de-
veloped. Nations which provide for es-
sential hishways are nations which are
in the forefront in civilization, With
the advance in the construction of auto-
mobiles, trucks, and other motor ve-
hicles, the necessity for good roads be-
comes essential. In fact, motorists who
provide the funds by reason of the taxes
levied on automobile equipment, gaso-
line, and oil are happy to do so if the
funds thus procured are utilized in pro-
viding adequate roads for motor travel.

During the war, owing to the cessation
of road construction except that neces-
sary for the prosecution of the war, we
lagged behind in keeping our highways
abreast of e needs of the Nation. In
fact, the roads have heen wearing out
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faster than replacement by new con-
struction. We could well afford to au-
thorize double the amount carried in this
bill, and by so doing we would still lag
behind in bringing the highway system
of America up to standard and adequate
for carrying the highway traffic.

While it is true trucks are using our
highways extensively for the transporta-
tion of freight, not only between cities
but for transcontinental traffic, the
trucks are paying their way and are
contributing to the Federal Treasury
much larger sums than those needed to
provide adequate highways for such
traffic.

As reported by the committee, sec-
tion 1 of the bill authorizes the appro-
priation of $500,000,000 for each of the
fiscal years ending June 30, 1952 and
1953. 1t divides the amount authorized
for each of said fiscal years into three
categories, namely, $225,000,000 for proj-
ects on the Federal-aid primary highway
system, $150,000,000 for projects on the
Federal-aid sscondary highway system,
and $125,000,000 for projects on the Fed-
eral-aid highway system in urban areas.
It provides that said sums, respectively,
for each fiseal year shall be apportioned
among the several States in the manner
now provided by law and in accordance
with the formulas set forth in section 4
of the Federal Aid Highway Act of 1944,
However, the provision in section 4 (b)
of the Federal Aid Highway Act of 1944,
respecting the apportionment of the
funds authorized by said act for second-
ary and feeder roads, requires that the
population shown by the Federal census
of 1940 shall he used. Since it is possible
that population figures from the Federal
~census of 1950, which is now being taken,
may be available by the time the first
apportionment under the bill is made,
provision has been inserted in section 1
that the census figures used shall be
thosz shown by the latest available Fed-
eral census. This change makes the
population figures that shall be used in
apportioning funds for secondary roads
the same as those required by section 4
(e) of the Federal Aid Highway Act of

1944 with respect to the apportionment

of the funds therein provided for urban
areas—that is, those shown by the latest
available Federal census.

In addition to the foregoing, secticn
2 (a) of the bill would authorize the
appropriation of the additional sum of
$70,000,000 for each of the fiscal years
1952 and 1953 for expediting the con-
struction, reconstruction, and improve=-
ment of the national system of inter-
state highways. This is the first instance
in whiech Congress has recognized the
national system of interstate highways
by authorizing an appropriation for ex-
penditure exclusively on said system.
This subsection provides that the sum
authorized for each fiscal year shall be
apportioned among the States in the
ratio which the population of each State
bears to the total population of all the
States, as shown by the latest available
Federal census, but that no State shall
receive less than three-fourths of 1 per-
cent of the sum apportioned for each
fiscal year. It further provides that any
State may use its apportiggment of any
funds now or hereafter authorized for
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expenditure solely on the national sys-
tem of interstate highways either to
finance projects on said system on the
regular matching basis, or to increase
the Federal payment by one-half of the
State’s pro rata of the cost of any such
project financed on the regular match-
ing basis from Federal primary or urban
funds. In other words, in a State in
which the Federal pro rata is 50.percent,
it would make it possible to finance a
project on a 50-50 basis with- regular
primary or urban funds, and to increase
the Federal share above the 50 percent
pro rata by as much as one-half of the
State’s 50 percent.

Subsection (b) of section 2 provides
that any State that may issue bonds and
use the proceeds thereof for the con-
struction of tell-free facilities in order
to accelerate the improvement of the
national system of interstate highways
may apply any part of its apportion-
ment of the funds now or hereafter
authorized for expenditure on said sys-
tem of highways for retiring the annual
maturities of the principal indebtedness
of such bonds. However, the facility
constructed with the proceeds of such
bonds would have to be constructed in
accordance with plans and specifications
approved in advance by the Commis-

sioner of Public Roads. A further safe-

guard is provided by requiring that pay-
ments to any State pursuant to this sub-

‘section shall be made exclusively from

the State’s apportienments of funds au-
thorized for expenditure on such system
of highways, and that the provision for
such payments authorized by this sub-
section shall not be construed as a com-
mitment or obligation on the part of the
United States to provide such funds.

The bill also provides for park roads
and trails which lie exclusively within
federally owned lands, and therefore
should be constructed and maintained by
the Federal Government,

In the Pacific Northwest, where large
stands of marketable timber still exist,
there is critical need of the construction
and maintenance of adequate forest
highways not only to protect the forests,
a large percentage of which is owned by
the Federal Government, but also to per-
mit the marketing of forest products as
the timber becomes ripe and available
for marketing.

This bill covers a period of 2 years,
which, with the existing authorization
remaining 1 year, makes a 3-year period,
which is necessary to permit the States
to formulate programs and enact the
necessary legislation to secure matching
funds to meet these requirements.
Without an extended period of this kind
it would be impossible for the various
States of the Union to meet the match-
ing provisions and provide the necessary
funds to endble them to carry on a con-
tinuous program of road construction,

Mr. Chairman, I feel that this bill is a
good bhill, one that is in keeping with
program of road construction for the in-
ternal development of our Nation which
have been carried on for years, and one
which is more than self-supporting in
that road users provide the funds to meet
the payments authorized in the bill, For
that reason I am s]ad to give it my
support,

: ennial session in 1951.
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Mr. TEAGUE. Mr. Chairman, one of
the greatest interests that I have had in
helping to formulate legislation since
coming to Congress in 1946 is to assist in
every way possible to provide a FPederal-
aid road program which will ke a pro-
gressive one to meet the ever-changing
needs for our highway system. Just
since World War II there have been
changed conditions and the House Pub-
lic Works Committee has properly pro-
vided for an authorization of expendi-
ture for an interstate highway system
to supplement “he present aid to pri-
mary, secondary, and urban road con-
struction.

H. R. 7941 authorizes the appropri-
ation of $500,000,000 for each of the fis-
cal years 1652 and 1953 and divides the
amount 45 percent, or $225,030,000, for
primary roads; 30 percent, or $150,000,-
000, for secondary roads, which includes
our farm-to-market roads; and 25 per-

‘cent, or $125,000,000, on the Federal-aid

highway system in urban areas. To this
is added the additional sum of $70,000,020
for each of the two fiscal years to expe-
dite construction on the national system
of interstate hizhways.

The legislatures of 45 States, which
includes Texas, will meet in regular bi-
This makes it
imperative that Federal-aid funds for
continuing the program of highway con-
struction be authorized during this ses-
sion of the Congress in order that funds
for matching the Federal funds may be
made available by the State legislatures
that will be in session. The moneys to
cover these authorizations are derived
from the Federal gasoline tax, and the
$32,042,000 earmarked for Texas repre-
sents a return of the taxpayers’ money,
of which $10,074,000 is to be used for
improvement of our farm-to-market
roads.

Mr. Chairman, I urge the favorable
consideration of this legislation, H. R.
7941, and hope thai it will pass unani-
mously.

The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, the
Committee rises.

Accordingly the Committee rose: and
the Speaker having resumed the chair,

- Mr. KarRsTEN, Chairman of the Commit.-

tee of the Whole House on the State of
the Union, reported that that Commit-
tee, having had under consideration the
bill (H, R. 7941) to amend and supple-
ment the Federal-Aid Road Act, ap-
proved July 11, 1916 (39 Stat. 355), as
amended and supplemented, to author-
ize appropriations for continuing the
construction of highways, and for other
purposes, pursuant to House Resolution
565, he reported the bill back to the
House.

The SPEARER. Under the rule, the
previous question is ordered.

The question is on the engrossment '
and third reading of the bill.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, and was read the
third time.

Mr. KEATING. Mr. Speaker, I offer
a motion to recommit.

The SPEAKER. Is the gentleman op-

posed to the bill?

Mr, KEATING. "I am, Mr. Speaker,
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. The SPEARER. The gentleman quali-
es.

The Clerk will report the motion to
recommit.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. KEaTING moves to recommit H. R. 7941
to the Committee on Public Works with in-
structions to report the same back forthwith
to the House with the following amendment:

On page 1, line 7, strike out “$500,030,000"
and insert *'$400,000,000."”

3 On page 2, line 3, strike out *$225,000,000”
. and insert *“$180,000,000.”

On page 2, line 5, strike out “§150,000,000"
and insert “$120,000,0C0.”

On page 2, line 10, strike out *'$125,000,000"
and insert *$100,000,0600.”

Mr, WHITTINGTON. Mr. Speaker, I
move the previous question on the mo-
tion to recommit. .

The previous question was ordered.

The SPEAKER. The question is on
the motion to recommit.

The question was taken; and on a di-
vision (demanded by Mr. Keating) there
were—ayes 24, noes 113,

So the motion to recommit was re-
jected.
~ The SPEAKER. The question is on

the passage of the bill.
The question was taken; and on a divi-
" sion (demanded by Mr. Taper) there
were—ayes 140, noes 18.

Mr. TABER. Mr. Speaker, I object to
" the vote on the ground that a quorum
is not present, and make the point of or-
" der that a quorum is not present.

The SPEAKER. The Chair thinks a
quorum is not present.

The Doorkeeper will close the doors,
* the Sergeant at Arms will notify absent
- Members, and the Clerk will call the
roll.

The question was taken; and there
were—yeas 246, nays 34, not voting 152,

as follows:
' [Roll No. 170]

YEAS—246

- Abernethy Christopher Grant
Addonizio Clemente Green
Allen, La. Clevenger Gregory
Andersen, Colmer Gross

H. Carl Combs Hagen
Andresen, Cooper Hale
August H. Corbett Harden

Andrews .Cox Hardy

. Angell Crawford Hare
Aspinall Crook Harrls
Auchincloes Crozser Harrison
Barrett, Wyo. Cunningham Havenner
Bates, Ky. Curtis Hays, Ark.
Battle Davis, Tenn,  Hays, Ohio
Beall Davis, Wis. Hedrick
Beckworth Delaney Heffernan
Bennett, Mich., Denton Herlong
Bentsen D'Ewart Hill
Elemiller Dollinger Hoffman, 111,
Bishop Dondero Holmes
B'ackney Donohue Hope
Blatnik Doughton Horan
Boggs, Del. Eberharter Howell
Eoggs, La. Elllott Huber
Eolling Ellsworth Hull
Bolton, Md. Evins Jackson, Wash,
Bosone Fallon Javits
Breen Fellows Jenkins
Brehm - Flood Jensen
Brooks Fogarty Johnson
Brown, Ga. Forand Jonas
Bryson Ford Jones, Ala.
Buckley, 111, Fugate Jones, Mo.
Burdick Fulton Jones, N, C.
Burke Furcolo Earst
Burleson Garmatz Earsten
Burnside Gary . Eee
Byrnes, Wis. Gathings Kelley, Pa.
Cannon Golden Eelly, N. Y.
Carnahan Gordon Kerr
Carroll Gorskl *
Chelf Gossett King
Chiperfield ‘Granger Lane
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Steed
Stefan
Stockman
Sullivan
Sutton
Tackett
Talle
Tauriello
Teague
Thomas
Thornberry
Tollefson
Trimble
Unaderwood
Van Zandt
Velde
Vinson
Vorys
Vureell
Walter
Weichel
Werdel
Wheeler
‘Whitaker
Whitten
Whittington
Wier
Williams
Wiilis
Wilsen, Ind.
‘Wilson, Okla.
Wilzon, Tex.
Winstead
Withrow
Wolcott
Wolverton
Yates
Young
Zablockl

Wigelesworth
Woodruft

Mack, Wash.
Macy
Madden
Magee
Mahon
Martin, Towa
Merrow
Miles
Miller, Calif.
Monroney
Morgan
Morton
Murphy
Nixon
O’'Hara, I,
Pace
Passman
Patterson
Fleifer,
Jozeph L.
Pre!ffer,
William L.
Phillips, Calif,

Phillips, Tenn.

Plumley
Potter,
Poulson
Powell
Quinn
Rabaut
Rhodes
Richards
Riehiman
Rivers
Roosevelt
Sabath
Sadowskl
Scott, Hardie
Scott, .
Hugh D., Jr.
Scudder
Secrest
Bheppard
Bikes
Sims
Smathers

Smith, Ohlo

Staggers
Stigler

Lanham O'Hare, Minn,
Larcade O'Konskl
Lemke O'Neill
Lesinskl O'Sullivan
Lind O'Toole
Linehan Patman
“Lovre Faiten
MeCarthy Perkins
MeCormack Peterson
McCulloch Philbin
McGregor Plckett
MeGuire Poage
McMillan, S. C. Polk
Mack, Ill. Preston
Mansfield Price
Marcantonio  Priect
Marsalis Rains
Marshall Ramsay
Martin, Mass. Rankin
Meson Redden
Meyer Reed, II1,
Michener Rees
Miller, Md, Regan
Miller, Nebr.. Rohezon
Mills Rodino
Mitehell - ‘Rogerz, Fla,
Marris Rogers, Mass,
Morrison Rooncy
Moulder Sanborn
Multer Sasscer
Murdock Saylor
Murray, Tenn, Serivner
Murray, Wis.  Shelley
Nel=on Ehort
Noland Simpson, I11.
Norblad Smith, Kans.
Norreil Smith, Va,
Norton Smith, Wis,
O'Brien, Ill. Spence -
O’Brien, Mich. Stanley
; NAYS—34
Bates, Mass, Hoffman, Mich,
Canfield James
Cole, N. Y, Eean
" Coudert Keating
Dague Kunkel
Elston Latham
Fenton LeFevre
Gamble Lucas
Gavin Nicholson
Goodwin Reed, N. Y.
Graham Ribicofl
Heselton Rich
_ NOT VOTING—152
Abbitt Fisher
Albert Fraziler
Allen, Calif. Gillette
Allen, Il. Gilmer
Anderson, Calif.Gore
Arends- Granaghan
Balley Guill
" Barden Gwinn
Baring Hall,
Barrett, Pa. Edwin Arthur
Bennett, Fla. Hall,
Bolton, Ohio Leonard W.
Bonner Halleck
Boykin Hand
Bramblett Hart
Brown, Ohio  Harvey
Buchanan Hébert
Buckley, N. ¥. Heller
Bulwinkle Herter
Burton Hinshaw
- Byrne, N. Y. Hobbs
Camp Hoeven
Carlyle Holifield
Case, N. J. Irving
Case, S, Dak,  Jackson, Calif,
Cayvalcante Jacobs
Celler Jenison
Chatham Jennings
Chesney Judd
Chudoff Kearney
. Cole, Kans, Kearns
Cooley Keefe
Cotton Eennedy
Davenport Keogh
Davies, N. ¥, KEilburn
Davis, Ga. Eirwan
Dawson Klein
Deane Kruse
DeGraffenried LeCompte
Dingell Lichtenwalter
Dolliver Lodge -
- Douglas Lyle
Doyle Lynch
Durham McConnell
ton McDonough
Engel, Mich, McGrath
le, ) McEinnon
Feighan McMillen, T11,
Fernandez McSweeney

i |
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Taylor White, Calif. Wood
Thompson ‘White, Idaho Woodhouse
Walsh ‘Wickersham

Welch ‘Widnall

So the bill was passed.

The Clerk announced the following
pairs: 3

On this vote:

Mr. Abbitt for, with Mr. Riehlman against.

Mr. Mack of Washington for, with Mr, Tay-

" lor against.

Mr. Stigler for, with Mr. Jenison against.

. Gilmer for, with Mr. Lodge against.

. Secrest for, with Mr. Cotton against,

. Hébert for, with Mr. Macy against.

. Roosevelt for, witr. Mr. Herter against.
. Klein for, with Mr, Widnall agalnst,,

. Heller for, with Mr. Plumley against,

. Keogh for, with Mr. Eaton against,

. Chatham for, with Mr. Gillette against.

Until further notice:

Mr. Murphy with Mr. Allen of California.

Mr. Feighan with Mr, Arends.

Mr. Sabath with Mr. Brown of Ohio.

Mr. Miller of California with Mr. Jackson of
California. : 2

Mr. Morgan with Mr, Allen of Illinois,

Mr. Frazier with Mr. Judd.

Mr. Jacobs with Mr. Kearney.

Mr. McSweeney with Mr. Scudder.

Mr, Irving with: Mr. Poulson,

Mr. Hart with Mr. William L. Pleiffer.

Mr. Granahan with Mr. Dolliver.

Mr, Barrett of Pennsylvania with Mr. An-

- derson of California.

Chudoff with Mr. Jennings.
Cavalcante with Mr. Kearns.

Mr. Rabaut with Mr. Hardie Scott.

Mr. Rhodes with Mr. Hand.

. Jozeph L. Pfeifer ‘with Mr. Halleck.
Balley with Mr. Leonard W. Hall.
Baring with Mrs. Belton of Ohio.

. Davenport with Mr. Engel of Michigan,
deGraffenried with Mr. Cole of Kansas,
Bennett of Florida with Mr. Gwinn.
Dingell with Mr. Hoeven.

Buchanan with Mr. Nixon,

Doyle with Mr. Case of New Jersey,
Lynch with Mr. Case of South Dakota.
Davis of Georgla with Mr. Edwin Arthur

Mr.
Mr.

B

Engle of California with Mr, Harvey.
Fisher with Mr. Hinshaw.
Kruse with Mr. Potter.
O'Hara of Illinols with Mr. Phillips of
Tennessee,
‘Mr. Sadowski with Mr. Phillips of Cali-
fornia.
Mr. Sikes with Mr. Patterson.
Mr. Sims with Mr. Morton.
Mr. Smathers with Mr, Hugh D. Scott, Jr,
Mr. Walsh with Mr. Bramblett.
Mr. Wickersham with Mr. Keefe.
Mr. Wood with Mr. LeCompte.
Mrs. Woodhouse with Mr. McDonough.
Mr., Magee with Mr. Lichtenwalter.
Mr. Madden with Mr. McConnell.
Mr. McKinnon with Mr. Martin of Iowa.
Mr. McGrath with Mr, Merrow.
Mr, Deane with Mr. McMillen of Illinois.
Mr. Burton with Mr. Smith of Ohio.
Mrs. Douglas with Mr. Guill,

Mr. FentOoN changed his vote from
“yea“ to unay.n

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

The doors were opened. Vi
A motion to reconsider was laid e
ble. =

 GENERAL LEAVE TO EXTEND REMARKS

Mr., WHITTINGTON. Mr, Speaker, I

ask unanimous consent that all Members

. may have five legislative days in which

to extend their remarks on the highway
bill just passed.
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentleman
from Mississippi?

There was no objection.

DEFICIENCY APPROPRIATION BILL, 1950

Mr. KERR, from the Committee on
Appropriations, reported the bill (H. R.
8567) making appropriations to supply
deficiencies in certain appropriations for
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1950, and
for other purposes (Rept. No. 2113),
which was read a first and second time,
and, with the accompanying papers, re-
ferred to the Committee of the Whole
House on the State of the Union and
ordered to be printed.

Mr. TABER reserved all points of order
on the bill.

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA APPROPRIATION
BILL, 1951

Mr. BATES of Eentucky, from the
Committee on Appropriations, reported
the bill (H. R. 8568) making appropri-
ations for the government of the District
of Columbia and other activities charge-
able in whole or in part against the reve-
nues of such District for the fiscal year
ending June 30, 1951, and for other pur-
poses (Rept. No. 2114), which was read
a first and second time, and, with the
accompanying papers, referred to the
Committee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union and ordered to be
printed.

Mr, STOCEMAN reserved all points of
order on the bill.

~ COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN AFFAIRS

Mr. KEEE. Mr. Speaker, on behalf of
the Committee on Foreign Affairs, I ask
unanimous consent that I may have un-
til midnight tonight to file a conference
report and statement on the bill (H. R.
7797) to provide foreign economic as-
sistance.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentle-
man from West Virginia?

There was no objection.

TEMPORARY APPROPRIATIONS FOR
FISCAL YEAR 1950

Mr. CANNON. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent for the present con-
sideration of the joint resolution (H. J.
Res. 476) making temporary appropria-
tions for the fiscal year 1950, and for
other purposes.

The Clerk read the title of the joint
resolution.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentle-
man from Missouri?

Mr. TABER. Reserving the right to
object, Mr. Speaker, this is a resolution
which is tied to the bill which the gen-
tieman from North Carolina [Mr. Kerr]
has just reported, and which, if adopted,
will make available to the Veterans’
Administration, the Federal Security
Agency, and the various departments of
government funds which might be neces-
sary to meet the payrolls, the pensions,
and that sort of thing, that otherwise
could not be met, since it is necessary
to have these funds available on the
24th of May.
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Mr. CANNON. That is true. The
Joint resolution merely makes available
for immediate needs funds carried in
the deficiency bill now pending in the
Senate.

Mr. NICHOLSON. Reserving the right
to object, Mr. Speaker, does this appro-
priate any money? If so, what are the
amounts and the purposes for which it
is to be spent?

Mr. CANNON. No definite funds are
specified here, but provision is made to
take care of current needs in anticipation
of appropriations provided by the coming
deficiency bill.

Mr,. SCRIVNER. Reserving the right
to object, Mr. Speaker, would the gen-
tleman from Missouri give the House a
litle more complete explanation of why
a resolution such as this is necessary at
this stage of the game?

Mr., CANNON. Under normal condi-
tions, Mr. Speaker, we would have con-
sidered the deficiency bill long ago, but
it could not be taken up until the general
appropriation bill was disposed of and
due to unexpected delays in the consid-
eration of the general appropriation hill
and the unexpected prolongation of that
consideration we have not been able to
reach the deficiency bill until now. If
we had considered the general appropri-
ation bill upon the date originally set
for its consideration and had disposed
of it in a reasonable time, this resolu-
tion would not have been necessary, but
due to the unexpected delay we are
reaching pay days for veterans' pen-
sions, old-age pensions, and Federal sal-
aries which cannot be provided in time
by the belated deficiency bill.

Mr. SCRIVNER. I withdraw my res-
ervation of objection, Mr. Speaker.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentleman
from Missouri?

There was no objection.

Mr. CANNON. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the joint reso-
lution be considered in the House as in
Committee of the Whole.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentleman
from Missouri?

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the joint resolution, as
follows:

Resolved, etec., That there are hereby ap-
propriated, out of any money in the Treas-
ury not otherwise appropriated, such
amounts as may be necessary to enable the
departments, agencies, and corporations for
which funds of authorizations are provided
in H. R. 8567, Eighty-first Congress, the defi-
clency appropriation bill, 1950, to pay the
compensation of civilian personnel, and the
pay and allowances of military personnel, of
such departments, agencles, and corpora-
tions, and to pay, or contribute toward the
payment of, sums provided in saild bill for
the making of payments to individuals either
in specific amounts fixed by law or in accord-
ance with formulae prescribed by law: Pro-
vided, That in no event shall the amounts
expended under the foregoing exceed the
amounts provided in such bill as passed by
the House of Representatives: Provided fur-
ther, That the amounts expended under the
foregoing shall be charged against the respec=
tive appropriations contained in sald bill
when it shall have been enacted into law:
And provided further, That the Senate may
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authorize, by resolution, expenditures for
the fiscal year 1950, for items under con-
tingent expenses of the Senate, for which
estimates may be pending before Congress,
and not acted upon, on May 17, 1850, but in
no event shall such expenditures exceed the
amounts of such estimates and such amounts .
&8s may be necessary for such expenditures
are hereby appropriated out of any money in
the Treasury not otherwise appropriated.

Mr. CANNON. Mr. Speaker, due to
the unexpected delay in the submission
and consideration of the deficiency ap-
propriation bill for 1950, we find current
appropriations will be exhausted on the
24th of this month and there will not be
sufiicient funds for the payment of vet-
erans’ pensions due on that date. It is
estimated by the end of the fiscal year
we will require $220,000,000 additional
for veterans' pensions. Under this joint
resolution there will be expended ap-
proximately $35,000,000 before the de-
ficiency bill becomes law.

The funds from which old-age pen-
sions are to be paid have also been de-
pleted and we will be unable to meet the
payments due the first of the coming
month. About $40,000,000 will be re-
quired for that purpose by the time the
deficiency bill can be messaged to the
President.

In addition, there is another item
seldom called to attention, but which is
important, embracing funds for the pay~
ment of witnesses in the Federal courts.
We will require an additional $185,000
between now and the end of the fiscal
year to provide for payment of witnesses,
Grand juries are now in session, and
their work will be seriously hampered
if funds are not provided to pay expenses
of their witnesses,

And last, Mr, Speaker, during the first
sesison of the Eighty-first Congress, we
passed 15 bills amending the pay acts—
15 hills increasing salaries, This in-
crease in expenses was, of course, un-
foreseen and could not be provided for
in the annual hill, and consequently em-
ployees cannot be paid for the coming
month unless the deficiency is provided.

In order to take care of these immedi-
ate and urgent needs, Mr. Speaker, esti-
mated to require in the aggregate ap-
proximately $155,185,000, the Com-
mittee on Appropriations submits the
pending resolution.

Mr. Speaker, I move the previous ques-
tion on the resolution.

The previous question was ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the engrossment and third
reading of the joint resolution.

The joint resolution was ordered to be
engrossed and read a third time, and was
read the third time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The ques-
tion is on the passage of the joint reso-
lution.

The joint resolution was passed.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

EXTENDING THE RUBBER ACT OF 1948
Mr, COX. Mr. Speaker, by direction
of the Committee on Rules, I call up the

resolution (H. Res. 568) and ask for its
immediate consideration.
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The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

Resolved, That immediately upon the adop-
tion of this resolution it shall be in order
to move that the House resolve itself into
the Committee of the Whole House on the
State of the Union for the consideration of
the bill (H. R. 7579) to extend the Rubber Act
of 1948 (Public Law 469, 80th Cong.), and for
other purposes. That after general debate,
which shall be confined to the bill and con-
tinue not to exceed 1 hour, to be equally di-
vided and controlled by the chairman and
ranking minority member of the Committee
on Armed Services, the bill shall be read for
amendment under the 5-minute rule. At

+ the conclusion of the consideration of the bill
for amendment, the Committee shall rise and
report the biil to the House with such amend-
ments as may have been adopted and the
previcus guestion shall be considered as or-
dered on the bill and amendments thereto
to final passage without intervening motion
except one motion to recommit.

Mr, COX. Mr. Speaker, I yield myself
2 minutes.

Mr, Speaker, this resolution simply
provides for the consideration of H. R.
7579, which itself provides for the exten-
sion of the Rubber Act of 1948 for 3 years.

The Rubber Act of 1948 expires on
June 30 of the present year. During
World War II the Government expended
approximateiy $700,000,000 to construct
synthetic-rubber facilities. At the end
of hostilities we were capable of pro-
ducing 900,000 long tons of synthetic
rubber per year. There still remains in
Government ownership, facilities capa-
ble of producing above 850,000 long tons
of synthetic rubber.

The committee reporting this bill in its
report has this to say:

It is the unanimous conclusion of the
Armed Services Committee that world con-
ditions at this time do not warrant the dis-
posal of any of the synthetic-rubber facilities
in the present Government rubber prcgram,
The committee agrees completely with the
principle of free enterprise and strongly en-
dorses the eventual turning over of the Gov-
ernment-owned facilities for the production
of synthetic rubber to private industry, but
it is of the opinion that such a course of
action is not in the best interests of national
security at this time.

Mr. Speaker, I yvield 30 minutes to the
gentleman from New York [Mr, Waps-
worTH], a member of the Rules Com-
mittee.

Mr. WADSWORTH. Mr. Speaker, I
vield such time as he may desire o the
gentleman from New York [Mr,
KILBURN].

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. KILBURN. Mr. Speaker, on the
last roll eall I did not hear my name
called. I ask unanimous consent that I
be recorded in opposition to the passage
of the bill.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr,
Friest). May the Chair state the gen-
tleman can make that statement for the
Reccrp, but unless the gentleman was
present and voting, he cannof, under the
rules, show that he answered to the roll
call,

EXTENDING THE RUBBER ACT OF 1948

Mr. WADSWORTH. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from
Michigan [Mr. CRAWFORDI.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE

Mr. CRAWFORD. Mr. Speaker, I am
in favor of this rule and I am in favor
of this bill. I do not know of an opera-
tion of the Government which has been
carried on during the past 15 or 20 or
25 years that has proved any more bene-
ficial or which has operated any more
satisfactorily to the consumers of this
country than has been the administra-
tion of the synthetic rubber program
generally.

Since the war closed in July 1945, the
people of this country have had the great
privilege of re-tiring their old cars and
of purchasing millions of new tires and
cars without having to pay anything like
an exorbitant price for rubber tires on
automobiles and trucks. This has been
the direct result of the establishment
during the war of the synthetic rubber
industry in this country, which cost our
people something like $750,000,000, and
which created a capacity of synthetic
rubber production in excess of 900,000
tons of rubber per year. That domestic
production made our people independent
of the purchase of rubber in great guan-
tities from the so-called British, Dutch,
and French rubber trusts of the Malay
Straits of the Far East. Synthetic rubber
has been available during these postwar
years at a price of 17 cents to 18 cents
plus per pound. That is cheap rubber in
any man's country today.

Mr. VINSON. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. CRAWFORD. I yield.

Mr. VINSON. I call to the gentleman’s
attention the fact that the rubber mar-
ket on natural rubber per pound is 25
cents and on synthetic rubber per pound
is 1815 cents.

Mr. CRAWFORD. The gentleman is
correct. We do not have to have all of
our rubber requirements in the form of
raw rubber; synthetic rubber has pro-
gressed to a point where in many in-
stances and for many purposes it is more
acceptable to our people than is the nat-
ural product.

The Far East is many, many miles from
the United States rubber-consuming
market. We are the greatest consumers
of rubber in the world, As the gentle-
man from Georgia [Mr. Cox] pointed
out awhile ago, many of those who sup-
port this rule and who will support the
bill are in favor of private enter-
prise in synthetic-rubber operations, but
I think both the Committee on Rules
and the Committee on Armed Services
believe that this is not the opportune
moment to transfer these synthetic-rub-
ber plants to private ownership on the
basis which has been requested.

Mr, JOHNSON. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. CRAWFORD. I yield.

Mr. JOHNSON. 1 was glad to hear
the gentleman say that he favored this
bill. Several years ago we had a very
exhaustive investigation of the rubber
problem and our needs. I was a mem-
ber of the subcommittee and had the
pleasure of hearing the gentleman from
Michigan make some comments on the
rubber situation. Apparently, the gen-
tleman from Michigan has made a very
exhaustive study of rubber problems. I
should like to have him make just a
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brief comment as to whether or not he
thinks carrying out this program pro-
posed by this bill will finally make us
almost independent of the markets from
five to six thousand miles away from
the United States.

Mr., CRAWFQORD. I think the pre-
gram which has been carried cut and
which is now in operation would maks
us, for all practical purposes, absolutely
independent of the far eastern rubber
producing area. Buf there is another
element in this situation which comes
in through the State Department and
through our international relations which
operates contrary to that possibility. By
that I mean that many of our depart-
ments of Government, and perhaps the
administration, are very much in favor
of our purchasing raw rubber in quan-
tities from the Far East in order to put
dollar exchange in the hands of those
people over there. The gentleman from
California has raised a question which
gets into the whole relationship between
the United States and the countries con-
stituting southeastern Asia and the new
United States of Indonesia. We are
moving in the direction of very substan-
tially supporting those countries through
funds such as ECA or Marshall plan
funds, or funds in that general classifica-
tion, such as Export-Import Bank cred-
its, and so forth.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The time
of the gentleman from Michigan has ex-
pired.

Mr. WADSWORTH. Mr. Speaker, I
yield the gentleman three additional
minutes.

Mr. CRAWFORD. The question we
will face as rubbsr consumers is whether
or not we desire to produce the great
quantity of tonnage of rubber we con-
sume in peacetime or whether we want
to go to the Far East and purchase nat-
ural rubber, holding down the production
of synthetic rubber and spending our dol-
lars in the Far East.

Mr. JOHNSON, Does not the gentle-
man believe that this will give us prac-
tical independence of foreign markets .
and greater defense protection?

Mr. CRAWFORD. I think so.

Mr. WHITE of Idaho. Mr. Speaker,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. CRAWFORD. 1 yield.

Mr. WHITE of Idaho. The gentleman
mentioned 850,000 tons of synthetic rub-
ber capacity. Can the gentleman tell
the committee to what extent our petro-
leum resources are depleted by such pro-
duction? I understand that the prin-
cipal ingredients for synthetic rub-
ber come from petroleum. How much
will the production of 850,000 tons a year
of synthetic rubber injure our petroleum
resources?

Mr. CRAWFORD. Let me point out
to the gentleman that we are not pro-
ducing at that rate——

Mr. WHITE of Idaho. Suppose we did.

Mr. CRAWFORD. Therefore the drain
is not so heavy on petroleum. Now, sup-
pose we did; suppose we could not get

any rubber from the Far East and that
we had to shove our synthetic production
to the maximum using petroleum prod-
ucts for the production of the synthetic
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rubber; if the petroleum production be-
gan to grow scarce we could then switch
into the production of agricultural prod-
ucts frora which we could draw the raw
material with which to produce synthetic
rubber. We have here in the United

tates in agriculture, or you might say
in minerals from the soil and crops grown
in the soil, what might be termed an un-
limited supply of the basic raw materials
for the production of synthetic rubber.

Mr, of Idaho. The gentle-
man appreciates that our petroleum re-
sources are wasting assets, they are de-
pleting. Rubber is something that grows
annually.

Mr. CRAWFORD. That is right.

Mr. WHITE of Idaho. Would it not
be better to use something we can re-
place than to use something that is ir-
replaceable?,

Mr. CRAWFORD. I would like to see
synthetic rubber made from agricultural
products so as to take out of competi-
tion some of the surpluses in foodstuffs,
such as fats, oils, and fiber, which we are
now producing and which puts a load
on the Federal Treasury in the form of
subsidy operations and letting them go
into synthetic rubber. We also have a
so-called surplus of petroleum preducts.
You have a question with which the Gov=
ernment departments are dealing all the
time. Let me remind the gentleman
from Idaho, because this is interesting
to his State, that we also have in the
far West or Central West or the Rocky
Mountain area billions of tons of oil
shale from which you can draw the basic
products from which you can make syn-
thetic rubber. So we have no shortage
in that respect.

The SPEAKER pro tempore.. The
time of the gentleman from Michigan
has expired.

Mr., WADSWORTH. Mr. Speaker, I
yield the gentleman five additional
minutes.

Mr, CURTIS. Mr, Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. CRAWFORD. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Nebraska.

Mr. CURTIS. The objection is raised
concerning the high cost of producing
rubber from surplus agricultural prod-
ucts.

Mr. CRAWFORD. Yes.

Mr. CURTIS. Is it not true they will
never get the cost down without trying
it, without putting it in motion, so that
the genius of the country can really go
at the business of producing low-cost
alcohol and low-cost rubber?

Mr. CRAWFORD. I think there is a
good deal to what the gentleman says.
But at the moment you are attempting
to put synthetic rubber on the market,
as our distinguished chairman of the
Committee on Armed Services said, at a
price of around 18 to 18}z cents per
pound, which is cheap rubber. We have
millions of automobile users, something
like forty-four or forty-five million ve-
hicles registered in this country, who
want low-cost tires, which they are get-
ting today. Here is what I mean by
that: I have on my 1941 Buick, parked
out here in the lot, a set of synthetic-
rubber tires, and I have driven the car
with those tires 46,000 miles. Those
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tires cost me less than $17 per tire, pur-
chased in Detroit, Mich. Now, that is
tire service. They are made from syn-
thetic rubber, which, in turn, was made
from petroleum products, and the car
has traveled 45,000 miles since I put them
on the car.

A lot of our people are sympathetic to
using agricultural products for the pro-
duction of synthetic rubber. I think we
should indulge in more experimentation
perhaps than we are doing at the present
time. I think we should have a pilot
plant operating on that in order to de-
termine exactly what can be done be-
cause I think the day will come when we
will be short of petroleum products as
such at which time we will switch over
into the lignite field and the oil shale
field. But if we do that on a hig scale
we will need 16,000,000 tons of steel to
build the plants, we will need $9,000,-
000,000 of new risk or investment capital
with which to construct those plants.

Who is going to put up the $9,000,000,-
000? 1Is the Federal Treasury going to
finance it out of the general fund, bor-
rowing the money or taxing the people,
or is it to be operated in such a way that
individual enterprisers will put up that
risk capital or investment ecapital and
build the plants with which to take the
fuel oil from the oil shale and lignite? I
think we can do that on about as low a
cost basis as we can take the petroleum
from the oil well. Those are the various
phases of this thing.

I am sure that the Committee on the
Armed Services has all of these things in
mind, that its members are considering
them. I think the committee has acted
wisely in bringing this particular resolu-
tion and this particular bill to the floor
for approval at this time so that we can
take a further look into all of these
things.

Mr.CURTIS. Iagree with the gentle-
man and I am supporting the bill. I
would not in any sense minimize the im-
portance of research in the laboratory,
but the way to get the cost down is
through pilot plants and through actual
operations.

Mr. CRAWFORD. Yes. Does the
gentleman know of any individual who
is willing to put up the money other than
coming to the Federal Treasury to build
those pilot plants, run this experiment,
put the product on the market, and
sell it competitively with the petroleum
products?

Mr, CURTIS. Not under our present
tax structure.

Mr. CRAWFORD. That is what I
wanted to bring out. Now, the gentle-
man from Nebraska has really raised an
important point.

Mr. COX. Mr. Speaker, I move the
previous question on the resolution.

The previous question was ordered.

The SPEAEER pro tempore. The
question is on the resolution.

The resolution was agreed to.

Mr. VINSON. Mr. Speaker, I ask

unanimous consent that the bill (H. R.
7579) to extend the Rubber Act of 1948
(Public Law 469, 80th Cong.), and for
other purposes, be considered in the
House as in Committee of the Whole.
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentleman
from Georgia?

There was no objection.

The Clerk read the bill, as follows:

Be it enacted, etc., That (a) subsection (a)
of section 9 of the Rubber Act of 1948 (Pub-
lic Law 469, 80th Cong.) is amended (1) by
striking out “April 1, 1948” and inserting in
lieu thereof “April 1, 1952", and (2) by strik-
ing out “January 15, 1950" and inserting in
lieu thereof “January 15, 1953."”

(b) Section 20 of such act is amended by
striking out “June 30, 1950 and inserting in
lieu thereof “Juné 30, 1953,

Mr. VINSON. Mr. Speaker, I move to
strike out the last word.

Mr. Speaker, at the outbreak of World
War II, this Nation was faced with a
serious shortage of natural rubber. In
fact, our natural rubber supply was so
deficient that the taxpayers of this Na-
tion spent cver $700,000,000 to build 51
complex, highly technical facilities for
the manufacture of synthetic rubber.
These plants were so effective that be-
fore the end of the war they had at-
tained a capacity to produce over 800,-
000 long tons of synthetic rubber; they
produced over 85 percent of our wartimd
rubber requirements.

The entire program was a magnificent
demonstration of American ingenuity,
industry teamwork, and above all, an
everlasting tribute to American techni-
cal skill and to the American workman,

At the conclusion of the war, many of
these plants were declared surplus and
18 of them were sold to private industry.
These 18 plants were worth, at the time
of their sale, approximately $165,000,-
000. We received in return for the sale
of these plants some $57,000,000. To-
day, we still have in our synthetic rubber
program 28 facilities. There are five
other facilities that have been declared
surplus, but not yet sold.

Of these 28 facilities, 17 are in actual

operation, consisting of 8 copolymer
plants with a total annual design capac-
ity of 345,000 long tons, 2 butyl plants
with a capacity of 68,000 long tons, 4
butadiene plants capable of producing
241,000 short tons annually, 1 styrene
plant with a design capacity of 25,000
short tons, and 2 miscellaneous plants
involving a pilot laboratory and a DDM
plant.
. These plants, in general, are operated
for the Government through the Office
of Rubber Reserve, Reconstruction Fi-
nance Corporation, by private rubber,
chemical, and petroleum companies.
They are paid a fee based upon a quan-
tity production determined by the Gov-
ernment.

In addition, there are five copolymer
plants with an annual capacity of 248,000
long tons and six butadiene plants with a
capacity of 248,000 tons in stand-by. All
told, the present Government rubber pro-
gram involves a plant investment of
about $470,000,000.

The bill before this committee today
would extend the Synthetic Rubber Act
of 1948, which expires on June 30 of this
year, for a period of 3 years. In other
words, this bill would continue Govern-
ment ownership of these 28 highly sig-
nificant facilities, which are capable of
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producing over 665,000 tons of synthetic
rubber and without which this Nation
cculd not possibly wage a successful war.

In 1948, when the temporary wartime
powers which authorized allocation and
specification controls were about to ex-
pire, the Congress enacted the Synthetic
Rubber Act of 1948. This act provides
that the President shall require the pro-
duction and consumption of not less than
200,000 long tons of general-purpose syn-
thetic and not less than 22,000 tons of
special-purpose synthetic rubber annu-
ally in the United States. The law fur-
ther provides that the Government shall
retain the ownership of rubber-produc-
ing facilities having the capacity to
produce 665,000 tons of synthetic rubber
annually.

This is the law which we are asking
the House to extend for another 3 years.
This is the law which has proved satis-
factory to all concerned and which has
assured this Nation of an adequate supply
of synthetic rubber. This is the law that
makes us practically independent of for-
eign nations for our source of rubber.

The 1948 act also required the Presi-
dent to submit recommendations with
regard to the disposal of these facilities
and such other recommendations as he
saw fit on January 15, 1950. In 1948 the
law envisioned the possibility that world
conditions might, by this time, have war-
ranted the disposal of these facilities to
private industry. In 1948 it seemed pos-
sible that world conditions might become
sufficiently normal to have permitbed
such disposal. This was before the cold
war, This was before the Berlin block-
ade. This was before a Navy Privateer
was shot down by Russian fighter planes.
This was before the Communists took
over the Far East. This was before the
natural-rubber-producing areas of the
world were threatened with complete
Communist domination.

The President submitted his recom-
mendations on January 15, 1950, and,
after careful consideration, the com-

mittee decided that the present law pro-

vides far greater security for the Nation
than the President's proposals. Under
the legislative recommendations of the
President, there would have been no
statutory minimum of required produc-
tion and consumption of synthetic rub-
ber. Under the present law, the Pres-
ident must require the consumption of
not less than 222,000 tons of synthetic
rubber.

Thus, under the present law, we have
at least assured the manufacturer of a
minimum production of synthetic rub-
ber, This in turn protects the American
consumer. Of even greater significance,
however, is the fact that the present law
requires a stated minimum of produetion
and consumption. It is not subject to
the whims and caprices of administra-
tors concerned with foreign dollar short-
ages. Under the present law, no one can
allow the synthetic industry to wither
and die just to add a few more dollars
to foreign rubber interests.

At this point, I think the House should
know that natural rubber today is sell-
ing for 9 to 10 cents a pound more than
synthetic rubber. Can you visualize what
the price would be if we were to permit
this industry to disintegrate?
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The President's legislative recom-
mendations likewise were seriously defi-
cient in that they failed to contain a spe-
cific statutory stand-by capacity to be
maintained at all times in the United
States.

Note carefully that under the present
law, the Government must maintain the
ownership of facilities capable of pro-
ducing not less than 665,000 tons of syn-
thetic rubber. The present law is
definite and emphatic. The President’s
recommendations were nebulous and un-
certain,

In addition, the President’s recom-
mendations, in carefully worded terms,
recommended the disposal of these
facilities to private industry. But these
recommendations were surrounded with
so many qualifications and so-called
safeguards that it is highly unlikely that
any of the plants would have been sold,
In faet, not one single rubber manu-
facturer who appeared before the sub-
committee expressed an interest in pur-
chasing any of these facilities under the
President’s proposals. ,

A Government witness who appeared
in support of the Government’s pro-
gram even stated that he did not know
of any company that was interested
in purchasing any of these facilities.
It would appear, therefore, that while
the President. recommended disposal,
his proposal, if adopted, would have had
the practical effect of turning the entire
program over to the President to do with
as he saw fit. Let me quote some of the
language in. the President's legislative
recommendations:

Disposal for the production of éynthetic

~ rubber or component materials of Govern-

ment-owned rubber-producing facilities
shall be subject to the following:

1, Facilities for the production of general=
purpose synthetic rubber or component ma-
terials thereof may be sold or leased only
when, in the judgment of the President,
the disposal would be consistent with the
development of effective competition.

2. In disposing of facilities for the pro-
duction of general-purpose synthetic rubber
and component materials, every effort con-
sistent with the objectives of this act shall
be made to dispose of a maximum number
of such facilities to persons determined by
the President to be not dominant in their
respective industries.

3. At least one facility for the production
of general-purpose synthetic rubber ghall be
disposed of under this act to a person deter-
mined by the President to be not dominant
in the rubber products industry before dis=
posal of the other such facilities.

4, Except upon a finding by the President
that such a disposal would be consistent
with the development of eflective competi-
tion, no person shall be permitted to pure-
chase or lease both a Government-con-
structed rubber-producing facility for the
production of general-purpose synthetic
rubber and one for the production of
butadiene, if such person is a producer of
feed stocks for either butadiene or styrene
or 1s a manufacturer of rubber products.

5. No more than one facility for the man-
ufacture of butyl rubber shall be sold or
leased for the production of butyl to a
person determined by the President to be
dominant in its industry, except upon a
finding by the President that other disposal
is impractical and that disposal to a person
dominant in that industry is in the public
interest.

6. The President is authorized to provide
as a condition of disposal, a requirement
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that whenever the exercise of the controls
authorized by subsection 6 (a) of this act
is found by the President to be necessary
to meet the established minimum quantities
of production and consumption, a percent-
age of the output of synthetic rubber or
butadiene of that facility be available for
sale to meet requirements resulting from the
exercise of such controls. The President is
further authorized to specify the products
to be sold in accordance with the provisions
of this subsection and to establish fair prices
therefor on the basls of all relevant factors.

And coupled with these restrietions
and complete surrender of congressional
jurisdiction over this highly significant
problem was the fact that the President’s
recommendation proposed 10-year legis-
lation. In other words, we were asked to
turn over the entire synthetic-rubber
program to.the President to do with as
he saw fit for the next 10 years.

Mr. Speaker, we should not surrender
the jurisdiction of the Congress of the
United States over this problem to any-
one for 10 years.

I want to talk about that for a minute.

It involves a very important principle
of government in this country.

It brings us again to the question of
delegation of the powers and duties of
the Congress to the executive branch. It
is a question which goes to the root of
our system of government.

I say that the Congress cannot con-
tinue along this path of abdicating its
proper functions to the executive branch.
Continuous delegation of congressional
authority to the Executive will ultimate-
ly deprive our people of any congres-

- sional control at all.

There are 150,000,000 American people
who go to the polls every 2 years to elect
their Representatives in Congress. I will
never be able to believe that they expect
their Representatives and Senators to

- capitulate to the multitude of nonelected

officials in the vast Government depart-
ments and pass to them the functions
and authority properly vested in the leg-

- islative branch.

So, I have taken the position on this
rubber question, and on all other matters
pertaining to national defense, that the
kasie responsibility is vested in the Con-
gress—that it is a nondelegable respon-

- sibility—and, therefore, that the Con-

gress, in a matter of this sort, cannot

. properly vest in the executive branch

enormous discretionary powers.

That is the yardstick the Armed Szrv-
ices Committee has applied to the execu-
tive branch recommendations in regard
to disposing of the Nation’s synthetic-
rubber facilities.

Almost the entire rubbsr manufactur-
ing industry opposed the President’s rec-
ommendations. Now, let no one in the
House conclude that our committee was
guided by what industry desired. In-
dustry suggested three legislative pro-
posals, all of which are described in the
committee report, but none of them were
acceptable to the committee. Of the
three plans, two of them would have per-
mitted the leasing of the present faecili-
ties, while the third would have provided
for a statutory reduction in specification
controls.

The committee’s position is that there
should be no disposal at this time either
by lease or sale, although the committee
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does agree that specification controls can
be lowered in view of the relatively large
and consistent consumption of synthetic
rubber, This can be accomplished under
the present law. One point should be
made definitely clear. The committee is
emphatic in its position that this is not
the time to dispose of any of our facili-
ties or to change the present law in any
manner.

While it is true that, under the present
law, facilities could possibly be leased, the
committee notes that no facilities have
been leased for the manufacture of gen-
eral-purpose or butyl rubber, and it is
our hope that the present law will remain
as written and that it will be adminis-
tered substantially as it has been in the
past.

The present law has worked effective-
1y and for the best interests of the Na-
tion. No one has found any important
flaw in it, nor has anyone made any great
complaint about its operation. Three
years hence, the entire subject will be re-
viewed. But the committee is unwill-
ing to surrender its jurisdiction over this
subject for 10 years, as recommended by
the President.

All persons involved, including indus-
try and Government, admit that the
present Rubber Act of 1948 provides for
national security in rubber. With the
international situation such as it is, we
feel that it is better to keep intact a law
that has proved itself. This is no time
to experiment with changes in a law
that so far has provided the Nation with
an adequate supply of synthetic rubber,
and at the same time permitted us to
stockpile natural rubber.

The declaration of policy on the
Synthetic Rubber Act of 1943 says,
in part, that Government ownership of
production facilities, Government pro-
duction of synthetic rubber, and regu-
lations requiring mandatory use of syn-
thetic rubber should be terminated
whenever consistent with national secu-
rity.

Mr, Speaker, our committee does not
believe that this is the time to get the
Government out of the synthetic rubber
business.

In our opinion, it would not be consis-
tent with national security to dispose of
these facilities, stop Government produc-
tion, or eliminate control authority at
this time.

Mr. Speaker, no one in the House of
Representatives more strongly favors
private enterprise than I. And I think
I can speak for the entire membership of
the House Committee on Armed Services
when I say that we all sincerely hope the
day will soon come when the Government
can get out of the rubber business en-
tirely.

But we have a good law in effect now:;
it is providing security in rubber, the
program is operating at a profit, and so
far, the Office of Rubber Reserve has not
asked Congress to appropriate any money
to support the operating end of the rub-
ber program. The taxpayers today are
getting good products at fair prices; the
tire on your car today is better than the
tire before the war. But above all, we
are maintaining, through our Govern-
ment rubber program, an essential in-
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dustry, second to none in our national
defense.

If we fail to enact this legislation, the
Government will go out of the rubber
business on July 1, 1950. Plants will be
declared surplus and the future of the
synthetic rubber industry, as well as the
security of the Nation, will be jeopard-
ized.

The Armed Services Committee is em-
phatic and unanimous in its position that
this is not the time to dispose of any of
our synthetic rubber facilities or to
change the present law in any manner,

This issue is before the Congress today
because we hoped 2 years ago—as we did
on the Selective Service Act as well—
that world conditions today would b=
greatly improved. We hoped 2 years ago
that by this time we would have arrived
at some degree of accord and comity in
international life.

But the 2 years have passed, and what
do we find?

Why,
knows that we are no nearer a lasting
peace today than we were 2 years ago.

It is my opinion, and I say this advis-
edly, that we are further away than we
‘were.

Even in recent months our relations
with Russia have hit a new low. An
American Navy plane has just been shot
down carrying to their deaths the 10
members of the crew. The Soviets have
just demanded our ouster from Trieste,
They are abetting endless friction with
our people in the satellite countries and
evidently are seeking our complete re-
tirement from that region, including,
even, our diplomatic representatives.

They have taken China. They have
taken the island of Hainan. Commu-
nists are carrying on a bloody civil war
in Indochina. Conditions are increas-
ingly serious in Burma, Malaya, Thai-
land.

We have before us now a threatened
pressure play on Berlin which could be
extremely serious.

And so, on and on.

We find our Secretary of State and
our Defense Establishment officials
warning us daily of tense and dangerous
world conditions. They have warned re-
peatedly that Russia today respects only
force. We are expending enormous sums
in an effort to keep up our defense forces
to counter the very active threat we face
in today’s world. Only a short while ago
this House increased by $383,000,000 the
defense appropriation specifially in re-
sponse to the need for adequate defense
in this eritical time in world affairs.

Our Secretary of State is heavily en-
gaged in efforts designed to strengthen
western Europe in the face of the mighty
Russian military machine looming just
over the horizon. The Secretary of De-
fense and the Chairman of the Joint
Chiefs of Staff have just returned from
the Hague after attending conferences
seeking to increase the military strength
of the free countries in Europe.

No, Mr. Speaker, this is not that happy
period in world affairs that we hoped for
2 years ago.

Quite the confrary. As the Armed
Bervices Committee was told only a few
days ago by the Secretary of Defense,

every Member of this House
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by the Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of
Staff, General Bradley, and by others,
world conditions have deteriorated even
during the past 5 months.

So, there can be no doubt that this is
not the time to dispose of our synthetic
rubber plants, one of our most precious
national defense assets.

Mr. WHITE of Idaho. Mr. Speaker,
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. VINSON. I yield.

Mr. WHITE of Idaho. We are told

that the ordinary rubber tire we have
today is largely composedl of synthetic
rubber. Does the gentleman know any-
thing about that?

Mr. VINSON. Yes; Iknow a good deal
about that. The gentleman has stated
it absolutely correctly. That is one rea-
son why it is necessary for the time be-
ihg to continue this law, because of the
important part rubber plays in national
defense. We could not operate a mod-
glrn army or modern airplanes without

res.

Mr. WHITE of Idaho. Will the gen-
tleman tell us what effect the production
of 850,000 tons of synthetic rubber might
have on the petroleum resources of this
country?

Mr, VINSON. It might make a con-
siderable draft on them but it would not
deplete them to such an extent that,
under regulations, we would not have
sufficient to carry on the necessary pro-
duction of airplanes and motor vehicles.

.Mr. WHITE of Idaho. Without con-
sidering the production of synthetic rub-
ber for defense, but considering only its
use commereially today, there is a con-
siderable draft being made by the manu-
facturers of synthetic rubber on our
Eetroleum resources, particularly gaso-

ne.

Mr, VINSON. Of course, every kind
of production of synthetic rubber is a
draft on the petroleum industry., For
that reason we have established in the
Northwest pilot plants to make synthetic
gasoline. We have appropriated mil-
lions and hundreds of millions of dollars
for the purpose of building synthetic
plants to make gasoline out of shale in
Idaho, Montana, and other parts of that
section of the country.

Mr, WHITE of Idaho. Is the gentle-
man optimistic enough to believe that
when this country has to depend on syn-
thetic gasoline made from shale and lig-
nite it will be available at a cost of less
than a dollar a gallon?

Mr. VINSON. I hope it will not cost
that much, but at least we must do what
we can to bring in synthetics, outside of
using up all the raw material which has
come from the bosom of the earth in the
way of gas.

Mr. COMBS. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. VINSON. I yield to the gentleman
from Texas.

Mr, COMBS. In response to the ques-
tion asked by the gentleman from Idaho
about how large a part of petroleum pro-
duction is used by the synthetic rubber
industry, may I make the observation
that if it be assumed that it takes a ton
of petroleum to make a ton of rubber,
which it does not, the drop in oil pro-
duction in Texas by reason of prorating
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is 600,000 barrels & day, and that one
simple fact, which I happen to have in
mind at the moment, indicates that only
a small fraction of the oil produced goes
into synthetic rubber.

Mr. VINSON. Eighty-five percent of
all the rubber used in the prosecution of
the war was synthetic rubber, and we had
at the same time a sufficient amount of
petroleum to meet the war needs.

Mr. WHITE of Idaho. The gentleman
is cognizant of the very acute shortage of
petroleum during the war period?

Mr, VINSON. Yes.

Mr. WHITE of Idaho. Everybody was
rationed, and we could get gas only for
certain things. Is the gentleman op-
timistic enough to think that if we have
another war we will not be rationed and
have another shortage? .

Mr, VINSON. I think if we have an-
other war we will be rationed not only
on gasoline but on every activity of our

life.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
time of the gentleman from Georgia has
expired.

Mr. VINSON. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to proceed for five
additional minutes.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentleman
from Georgia?

There was no objection.

Mr. SHAFER. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. VINSON. I yield.

Mr. SHAFER. Actually there was no
shortage of petroleum during the war,
but there was a shortage of rubker,

Mr. VINSON., That is correct.

Mr. Speaker, as I was saying, I con-
sider one of the outstanding achieve-
ments of the Eightieth Congress the syn-
thetic rubber bill presented here by the
gentleman from Michigan [Mr, SHAFER].
This is no time for the Government to
get out of the picture. We are con-
fronted today with a cold war. The
world situation today is as acute and
even more so than it was months ago.
So the committee unanimously after
hearing both Government witnesses and
industry witnesses decided that the
proper thing to do at this time in view
of world conditions is to extend this law
for an additional 3 years.

Mr. STEFAN. Mr, Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. VINSON, I yield.

Mr. STEFAN. The purpose of this bill
is to extend Public Law 469?

Mr. VINSON, Exactly, That is all it
does.

Mr. STEFAN. How many plants does
it keep in operation?

Mr. VINSON. It will put 17 plants in
actual operation.

Mr. STEFAN. In practical language
and in layman’s language will the gentle-
man tell the committee how much this
operation is costing the Government and
will he also tell where this rubber goes?
Does it go into stockpiles?

Mr, VINSON. The answer to the gen-
tleman’s first question is that last year
it was operated at a profit of a million
dollars. No appropriation has ever been
made for the operation of it. It is oper-
ated by chemical companies, pertoleum
companies and private rubber companies
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on a fee system through the Office of the
Rubber Reserve of the Reconstruction
Finance Corporation.

Mr. STEFAN. What happens fo the
rubber after it is made?

Mr. VINSON. The law requires that
at least 200,000 tons be used by the indus-
try as well as 22,000 tons of a special
type. That way the industry procures
it from the Rubber Reserve of the Recon-
struction Finance Corporation,

Mr. STEFAN. It has no relation to
stockpiling?

Mr. VINSON. No, it has no relation
whatsoever to stockpiling,

Mr. STEFAN. They have a revolving
fund for the operation of these plants?

Mr, VINSON. Yes.

Mr, STEFAN. They make a profit
which goes into the Federal Treasury
and no appropriation is made for the
operation of this?

Mr. VINSON. No appropriation has
been made up to this time.

Mr. Speaker, I will not take up the time
of the House further. I believe every-
body understands the purpose of the bill,

Mr. SHORT. Mr. Speaker, I move to
strike out the last word.

Mr. Speaker, anything that anyone
might say at this point would be like
carrying coals to Newcastle. But I do
think the Members who are present will
be interested to know that this is one
of the most interesting and fascinating
and romantic, I might say, stories that
could possibly be told so far as the win-
ning of the last war is concerned.

We came dangerously near losing the
last war when Singapore fell and when
the Japs, shortly after Pearl Harbor,
sank two of Britain’s greatest battle-
ships.

Our supply of natural rubber was com-
pletely cut off. As everyone knows, rub-
ber is almost as essential as petroleum
in the fighting of modern war. It was
not until Big Bill Jeffers, who is head of
the Union Pacific Railroad, was brought
here by President Roosevelt that we
brought order out of chacs and after
the expenditure of $700,000,000 we got
synthetic-rubber plants in many differ-
ent sections of our country going. As
the able chairman of our committee
IMr. Vinson] has told you, 85 percent
of all the rubber that we used during
the war years was produced syntheti-
cally here in the United States.

For many purposes this synthetic rub-
ber is as good if not better than natural
raw rubber. After the expenditure of
these huge sums and through experi-
ences that we learned—some of them
painful—we found out that the United
States no longer would have to depend
upon foreign sources, but that we could
be more or less self-sufficient and self-
contained.

I want you to bear in mind that since
the war ended a rubber tire is perhaps
about the only commodity that you can
buy as cheaply as you could before the
war, although the prices have advanced
in recent months.

Mr. WHITE of Idaho.
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. SHORT. I yield. )

Mr. WHITE of Idaho. Can the same
thing be said with reference to the First
World War?,

Mr. Speaker,
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Mr. SHORT. No; we did not have any
synthetic rubber plants then. We were
almost completely dependent upon for-
eign sources until we built these synthetic
plants here in the United States during
the recent global conflict. But today
you can buy rubber as cheaply, if not
more cheaply, than you could prior to
the war,

I wanted merely to take this moment
to offer my congratulations to the very
gble gentleman from Michigan [Mr,
Suarer], who was chairman of a subcom-
mittee in the Eightieth Congress that
considered this legislation; who worked
long, arduously, and untiringly to bring
about good results. There is a gentle-
man over in the other end of the Capitol,
now a Senator from the great State of
Texas, Mr. LyNpoN B. JouNsoN, who was
then a member of our committee and
who sat in the conferences that contrib-
uted much to getting this legislation
passed.

I think it is one of the most construc-
tive pieces of legislation ever enacted by
the Congress of the United States, and
if PaurL SHAFER remains here until he is
as old as Uncle Joe Cannon, this one
piece of legislation is worth much more
than it will ever cost the taxpayers. I
know his people will have the good sense
to keep him here.

1 think every member of our commitiee
will agree with that. I am glad that
under the guidance and direction of
this almost superman, the sage of Geor-
gia, CarL VinsoN, to whom we all run
when we get into trouble, that this bill
drawn as it is, merely to extend and
maintain the status quo for the next 2
or 3 years, will receive your approval.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
time of the gentleman from Missouri
[Mr. SeorT] has expired.

Mr, SHAFER. Mr. Speaker, I move to
strike out the last two words.

Mr, Speaker, as has been well stated,
this is merely an extension of the legis-
lation passed in the Eightieth Congress.
No changes have been made. Simply
the dates of the legislation have been
changed. :

If the Synthetic Rubber Act of 1948 is
allowed to expire on June 30 of this year,
there will be no further production of
synthetic rubber by the Government.
There will be no authority to require its
consumption and there will be no au-
thority to exercise allocation controls if
that should become necessary.

If the law expires the plants will be-
come excess to the needs of the Recon-
struction Finance Corporation and as-
suming they are designated by the
General Services Administration as a
disposal agency, they would be sold in
accordance with that act. However, the
facilities may revert to the General
Services Administration to be sold by
that agency, or the General Services Ad-
ministration might permit the RFC to
lease the facilities. All of this would be
time-consuming and in the meantime
there would be no production of synthetic
rubber in this country by the Govern-
ment. Remember, Government produc-
tion accounts for practically all of the
GRS and butyl produced in this country.

I have the figures on that. In the 1949
consumption the Governiment production
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accounted for 299,202 fons of GRS and
50,908 tons of butyl rubber of a total
production of 414,053 tons.

If the plants become excess the Secre-
tary of Defense might declare them as
essential for the natural industrial re-
serve and ask that they be sold or leased
subject to a national security clause, and
if they cannot be sold or leased subject
to a national security clause, they would
then be transferred to the General Serv-
ices Administration to remain in stand-
by by that agency. If we let this act
expire there is no doubt in my mind
that the Secretary of Defense, because
of the tremendous strategic importance
of these plants, would impose a national
security clause restriction upon them and
negotiations for their sale or lease would
then have to proceed on that basis.
Each day of delay would add to the inter-
national chaos in rubber.

Rubber is in a tight situation today
and the expiration of this act would, in
my opinion, practically double or possi-
bly triple the price of natural rubber,
Natural rubber is selling at 28 cenfs a
pound on the New York market.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The time
of the gentleman from Michigan has ex-
pired.

Mr. SHORT. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that the gentleman
from Michigan be allowed to proceed for
five additional minutes.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentle~
man from Missouri?

There was no objection.

Mr. SHAFER. Several months ago
natural rubber was selling for 21 cents a
pound. Even with the Rubber Act in ex-
istence the price of natural rubber has
increased by 7 centsa pound. That leads
to increased cost for rubber products for
millions of American consumers. If we
let this act expire the price of natural
rubber will increase and the American
consumer will pay through the nose; and
do not forget that every increase in the
price of natural rubber means a lot more
that the Government must pay for the
natural rubber it buys for stockpiling pur-
poses.

Mr, COX. Mr. Speaker, will the gen-
tleman yield?

Mr. SHAFER. I yield.

Mr. COX. I wonder what the gentle-
man’s opinion is as to the effect the an-
ticipated expiration of the Rubber Act
had on the increase of the price of nat-
ural rubber from 21 cents to 28 cents?
And before I finish let me say that I ap-
preciate the efforts of the gentleman from
Michigan in the persistent and deter-
mined effort he has made to bring about
the consideration of this bill.

Mr, SHAFER. I thank the gentleman
from Georgia. Inanswer to his question,
I think i might have had something to
do with it.

Mr. STEFAN. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr, SHAFER. I yield.

Mr. STEFAN. I, too, want to pay my
tribute to the gentleman from Michigan
[Mr. SuaFer] for offering this bill. I
intend to support it because of my knowl-
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edge of the origin of our synthetic-
rubber program at a time when we had
no rubber and when we faced an emer-
gency. Undoubtedly the members of the
Committee on the Armed Services feel
that this extension of this act is neces-
sary because they feel perhaps this cold
war is just a little hot; but in my opin-
jon I think the extension of this act
is absolutely necessary because it will
once and for all stop the inroads of the
Dutch and British monopoly which had
control of natural rubber for so many,
many years and whose interests endeavor
to stop the passage of this kind of legis-
lation.

This kind of ‘legislation in my opinion
not only makes it sure for the United
States to have synthetic rubber and be
self-sufficient during an emergency, but
assures protection of the American people
who buy rubber against the continuation
of this international cartel by the British
and Dutch monopoly which controlled
rubber for so many, many years. Ithank
the gentleman for permitting me to make
this statement.

Mr. SHAFER. I thank the gentleman
for his contribution.

There is no question but what this law
which we are about to extend, if Con-
gress accepts this bill, has been a suc-
cessful law.

Mr, STEFAN. May I ask the gentle-
man one more question? In the manu-
facture of GSR butyl and butadiene, what
percentage of farm products are used?
What percentage of farm products are
being used in the manufacture of syn-
thetic rubber today?

Mr. SHAFER. I would not be able to
tell the gentleman.

Mr. SHORT. If the gentleman will
yield at that point, we make synthetic
rubber from petroleum products, from
gas, and from alcohol from farm prod-
ucts.

Mr. SHAFER. We have one alcohol
plant.

Mr. SHORT. We could take care of
your surplus corn crop up in Nebraska.

Mr, SHAFER. And potatoes.

Mr. SHORT. Andpotatoes. The gen-
tleman from Michigan, I may say, was
chairman of the subcommittee on which
I was privileged to serve which investi-
gated this subject. The members of the
Armed Services Committee are deeply
grateful to the gentleman from Michi-
gan [Mr. CRAWFORD] who was so helpful
in the preparation of this legislation;
and we never could have accomplished
what we did without the splendid assist-
ance of our staff member, Mr. Russell
Blanford.

Mr, McCORMACEK. Mr, Speaker, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. SHAFER. I yield to the distin-
guished majority leader.

Mr. McCORMACEK. May I say as ma-
jority leader that I know no one who
has been more wholesomely pressing
upon me to have this bill programed
and taken up than the distinguished
chairman of the Committee on the
Armed Services, the gentleman from
Georgia [Mr. VinsoN].

Mr. SHAFER. I thank the gentle-
man, -
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Mr. Speaker, the Synthetic Rubber Act
of 1948 has been a successful law. In-
dustry says it is all right. Government
witnesses finally admitted it was all
right, and it does assure us of a source of
rubber, which is of tremendous impor-
tance to the Nation. I am sure that the
House knows that I am as much opposed
to controls of any type as anyone in the
United States. I would like to see the
Government out of business just as the
distinguished chairman of the Armed
Services Committee would like to see
Government out of business. PBut like
him, I believe that this is an exception
and that our national security demands
the extension of the Synthetic Rubber
Act of 1948.

Some people might claim that the
large demand for synthetic rubber justi-
fies the sale of the synthetic rubber fa-
cilities. But we have never been able
to test this issue by a gradual reduction
of specification controls. Our report
suggests that procedure.
this as a one-package deal. Butyl and
GRS are both part of the synthetic rub-
ber program. We do not feel that we
can release one and not the other. No
one is being injured by the Government’s
retention of these facilities, and the next
3 years should determine whether or not
both types of synthetic rubber have the
ability to stand on their own feet.

I urge the House to pass this bill and
extend a good law passed during the
Eightieth Congress which may mean a
great deal to you and to every American
citizen if we should be faced with a sud-
den emergency.

Mr. HUBER. Mr. Speaker, I move
to strike out the requisite number of
words.

Mr, Speaker, because I have the
honor of representing Akron, Ohio, the
rubber capital of the world, I have a very
great interest in the pending legislation,
I have listened attentively to the state-
ments that have been made, especially
by my colleague and good friend the gen-
tleman from Missouri [Mr. SgORT]
about the necessity of this country al-
ways having an adequate supply of
rubber,

I am reminded that the late Harvey S.
Firestone, founder of the Firestone Tire
& Rubber Co., many years before we
thought of synthetic rubber, stated that
America should produce its own rubber,
Had that splendid and wise advice been
followed we might not have found our-
selves so handicapped following Pearl
Harbor.

Mr, Speaker, I should like to add a
brief word of commendation to the well-
deserved praise that has been directed
to the Armed Services Committee for
its work on the rubber problem in both
this and the Eightieth Congress.

I should also like to comment briefly
upon the radical change which has taken
place in the rubber supply picture since
this committee completed its hearings
2 months ago.

In its report, the committee recognized
and in strong and clear language dwelt
upon the desirability of reducing man-
datory or government-enforced use of

We look upon
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synthetic rubber as soon as possible. It
also urged that it be the policy of the
Government to supply 2ll of the syn-
thetic rubber required over the manda-
tory minimum and sought by private
industry for consumption on a voluntary
basis.

The wisdom of this policy has become
abundantly clear within the past 5 weeks.
For we are suddenly confronted with a
runaway market in mnatural rubber
touched off by new evidence of a serious
world shortage of natural rubber that
threatens to continue for many years.
New estimates brought back to this coun-
try only this week by American delegates

to the International Rubber Study Group -

Conference in Brussels bring out the fact
that these shortages are even more acute
today than we had estimated them to be
one short month ago.

Thus the matter of mandatory con-
sumption has become a purely academic
question for this year and probably for
the next 2 or 3 years at least. It would
thus appear that security would in no
way be jeopardized by the substantial
reduction of mandatory requirements.

Even now the Government is unable
with its present operating plants to meet
the demands of the rubber manufactur-
ing industry in this country for synthetic
rubber,

For these reasons I would like to add
to the recommendations of the com-
mittee my own view that it is important
that the Government agency operating
these plants do all within its power to
meet the requirements of American in-
dustry for synthetic rubber, even to the
point of opening new plants. To the
extent that this demand is not met and
the industry is compelled to use ex-
orbitantly priced natural rubber, the
Ameriean public will be compelled to pay
millions of dollars more for its rubber
products.

Mr. GUILL. Mr. Speaker, I move
to strike out the last word.

Mr. Speaker, I was called from the
Chamber on oificial business pertaining
to the Canadian River project when the
roll call was had on the passage of the
Federal Highway Act. I wish to make
the statement that had I been present
I would have voted “yea.”

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts., Mr.
Speaker, I move to strike out the last
three words for the purpose of ascertain-
ing, if I can, from my good friend, the
distinguished majority leader, as to the
program for next week.

Mr. McCORMACK. On Monday and
Tuesday:

H. R. 8567, the deficiency bill, 1950.

H. R. 8568, District of Columbia Ap-
propriation hill, 1951,

Conference report on ECA, which will
be the first order of business on Tuesday
without regard to what disposition may
be made on Monday of the other two
appropriation bills.

House Resolution 503, the Stevens-
Blackney contested election case,

I have been requested not to dispense
with Calendar Wednesday business.

On that day there will be considered:

H., R. 4424, Alaska settlement by war
veterans.

XCVI—464
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H. R. 6152, Indians, Devils Lake Sioux
Tribe.

H. R. 7262, Indians, Turtle Mountain
Band. The gentleman from North Da-
kota [Mr. LemkE] is very much interest-
ed in those bills,

After Calendar Wednesday the fol-
lowing bills will be considered during the
remainder of the week and while the
list may be long most of these bills will
not take much time and if not disposed
of they will go over until the following
week:

H. R. 6826, extension of the Selective
Service Act, 1948.

H, R. 7764, the naval construction bill,

S. 2440, installations, Military Estab-
lishment.

H. R. 7273. Civil government for Guam.

H. R. 5990, the Baltimore-Washington
Parkway bill, which was considered the
other day but final action thereon not
taken.

8. 2128, royalty-free licenses,

Conference reports may be brought up
at any time, and with the usual notation,
which might produce a smile, any fur-
ther program will be announced later,

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. I
thank the gentleman,

Mr. VINSON. Mr, Speaker, if no
other Members desire to avail themselves
of the opportunity to speak on this bill,
I move the previous question.

The previous question was ordered.

The SPEAEKER pro tempore. The
question is on the engrossment and third
reading of the bill.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, and was read
the third time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the passage of the bill.

The bill was passed.

A motion to reconsider was laid on the
table.

ADJOURNMENT OVER

Mr., McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent that when the
House adjourns today it adjourn to meet
on Monday next.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of -the gentle-
man from Massachusetis?

There was no objection.

DISTRIBUTION OF FOOD COMMODITIES

Mr. HESELTON. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to address the House
for 10 minutes and to revise and extend
my remarks and include a letter I have
received from the Acting Assistant Ad-
ministrator of the Production and Mark-
eting Administration, together with a
tabulation and copies of letters I have
sent today to the President and the Sec-
retary of Agriculture.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentle-
man from Massachusetts?

There was no objection,

Mr. HESELTON. Mr, Speaker, I re-
ceived this morning from the Produc-
tion and Marketing Administration, De-
partment of Agriculture, a further tabu-
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lation of the quantities of food commod-
ities distributed as of May 17, broken
down by States. This is under the pro-
visions of section 416 of the Agricultural
Act of 1949 and section 3, Public Law
471,

A preliminary study of this tabulation
indicates that the same general pattern
of distribution prevails and that again
Illinois ranges far ahead of all other
States.

One million five hundred forty-two
thousand seven hundred and fifty-two
pounds of butter are consigned to Illi-
nois. The total assigned to all 48 States
and the four island possessions is 5,361,-
012 pounds. In other words, Illinois is
receiving more than 28 percent of the to-
tal of this food commodity.

It is interesting to note that Illinois
alone received 49,056 more pounds of
butter than the butter assigned to the
11 Northeastern States—Maine, New
Hampshire, Vermont, Massachusetts,
Rhode Island, Connecticut, New York,
New Jersey, Pennsylvania, Delaware,
and Maryland. In contrast to that, ac-
cording to the latest official information,
those States have a combined popula-
tion of 40,872,000 against Illinois’ popu-
lation of 8,397,000.

I was advised this morning that the
latest official figures on unemployment
show that these 11 Northeastern States
had 767,043 unemployed, while Illinois
had 161,375. Surely the comparative
situation with reference to unemploy-
ment is one measure by which the fair-
ness and reasonableness of this current
program of distributing food commodi-
ties can be measured. On its face there
is rank diserimination, whatever the
cause or reason.

I have sent a copy of this statement to
the President and to Secretary Bran-
nan. The explanation that some States
are not in a position financially to par-
ticipate in this program points up sharp-
ly the imperative necessity of immedi-
ate action along the lines which have
been recommended repeatedly to the
President and to the Secretary of Agri-
culture. How much longer must the
needy people in all parts of this country
wait for fair treatment?

I now want to include the letter from
the Acting Assistant Adminisirator and
the enclosed tabulation:

UNITED STATES
DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE,
PRODUCTION AND
MARKETING ADMINISTRATION,
Washington, D. C., May 18, 1950.
Hon. JouN W. HESELTON,
House of Representatives,

Deag Mg, HeserToN: Attached is the table
which your office requested by telephone, set-
ting forth the quantities of commodities the
States have ordered under the provisions of
section 416 of the Agricultural Act of 1949,
and section 3 of Public Law 471.

Please note that the accumulated figure
for sectlon 416 potatoes is less than was
previously reported in our letter of May 11,
1950, This is the result of recent cancella-
tions received from several States.

Sincerely yours,
Roy W. LENNARTSON,
Actling Assistant Administrator,



Orders placed as of May 17
[In pounds]
Sec. 416 commodities Sec. 3, Pub-
lic Law 471,
i Nontatdry| Irish | toos Bofs
onfat dry
Butter Cheese | Dried eggs milk solids | potatoes crop)
Alabama 18, 816 25, 270 22, 508 157, 825 BR800 1 -
AR o s aa 20, 800" 26, 810 29, 960 40, 000 182, GO0 468, 000
ATRAnERS L 26, 432 20, 300 22, 400 45,000 | 1,026, 000 792, 000
California. 79, 616 63, 540 102, 088 70,950 | 3,914, 000 1, 584, 000
Colorado. 63, 206 11, 760 4,375 1, 880, 200 274, 900
C ticut. i 764, 000 40, 000
Delaware. 21,120 7, 000 4, 760 47, 400 288, 000 135, 000
District of Colambia......---...-.--0-nv 12, 250 10, 808 20, 475 216, 000 322, 000
Florida_ .. =2 20, 032 , 020 10, 432 41, 625 080,350 |osriaacacioa
Georgia '."-L ;52 49, 350 10, 584 20,600 | 1,084,250 |ooooamaoo_ -
Idaho._. 140 504 5, 825 230, 430 18,
1llinois 1, 542, 752 762, 067 481, 115 060,425 | 3,373, 000 6, 845, 000*
LT AR TR s T S SR e et AR S e 233, 200 708, 000
iy e e R L N e sl &6, 000 20, 510 2,275 8,150 | 1,207, 900 493, 100
nSAs. .. 74, 560 il L RS 4 141, 400 396, 000
Kentucky. 90, 816 , 120 13, 699 29, 425 654, 000 915, 000
Louisi 72,000 800 | e m e 000 378, 000 936, 000
Maine.. 28, 350 35, 280 7,075 | 1,088, 200 282, 100
e THT T ST R R 39, 616 49, 000 6, 048 56,950 | 1,071, 300 771, 000
1 1 ik 147, 840 71,820 3, 360 68,075 | 2 770, 000 2, 350, 000
Michigan -t 183, 282 160, 790 3, 206, 800 298, 300
i 119, 40 020 -| 1,850,500 1, 152, 000
Tissi 37,120 24, 570 3, 600 205, 000 oo
112, 640 63, 370 04, 544 78,825 | 1,422 000 1, 395, 000
13, 376 4, 600 15, 750 124, 400 30, 000
48, 600 A Rt e Wieys 865, 200 252, 000
4, 7 1, 610 1, 050 1, 250 79, 200 42, 100
65, 920 34, 700 17, 360 30, 000 324, 000 621, 000
143, 040 620 51, 856 201, 825 491, 800 1, 900, 000
1, 088 480 56, 476 78, 750 432, 000 180, 000
601, 856 193, 900 115, 640 483, 500 | 4, 187, 400 5, 013, 000
Losesy s BT SR N T SO0l [ A - D 4, 326 22,275 485, 900 000,
OrER-TIRRoRe - -0 e e 7, 680 3, 150 336 800 280, 100 780, 000
Ohio 502, 292 263, 970 135, 625 196, 500 | 3, 489,100 3,326, 000
LEL i e g R e e e A 57,088 23, 800 3208 [eeamniaanaia 1, 638, 00 648, 000
Oregon.... 36, 160 12, 180 224 23, 800 153, 500 6, 000
Pennsylvania. 432, 064 300 204, 392 945, 275 | 7, 004, 600 3, 522, 000
Rhode Island 21,120 B L epnitapan 22, 500 680, 000 718, 000
South Caroli S 525 1,125 616, 000 300, 000
South Dakota 5,936 8,7 1, 058, 100 604, 500
eNNessee. . 75, 450 47, 600 11, 935 1, 000 432, 000 1, 365, 000
Texas 61, 052 , 590 1, 960 66,160 | 2, 507, 500 1,044, 000
Utah 83, 008 00, 160 16, 968 50,125 | 1, 646, 800 14, 500
Vermont 21, 120 400 1o s 14, 000 307, 900 50, 000
Virginin_ . 838 9, 630 1, 589 12, 600 474, 000 1, 350, 000
Washington 75, 136 36, 540 1,453 105, 445 1, 011, 550 379, 700
West Virginia £4, 480 05, 760 235, 144 330, 600 | 3,203, % 1, 900, 000
.............................. 59, 712 20, 020 g, 520 11,250 | 1,017, 1, 125, 000
it Do ARSI (- § 448 2,870 3,472 66, 600 523, 000 ¢, 700
Alaska B AIG |cueninaioiesluemmmumib s b e o 136, 000
Total 5,361,012 | 2,814,317 | 1,831,619 | 4,484,400 | 62,199,180 | 490, (53, 800

1 Freight paid to Seattle only,

Mr. Speaker, may I conclude with the
letter I sent today to the President and
state that I sent an identical letter to
Secretary Brannan. The letter is as fol-
lows:

May 19, 1950.
The PRESIDENT,
The White House,
Washington, D. C.

Dear Mgr. PRESIDENT: I enclose a statement
which is self-explanatory.

In the face of the facts which are now de-
veloping as to this program of distributing
surplus food commodities to needy people,
surely prompt action should be taken to
remedy the obvious inequities.

Respectfully.

EXTENSION OF REMARES

Mr. HAGEN asked and was given per-
mission to extend his remarks and in-
clude a tribute to motherhood, given by
Drew Pearson over a national radio hook-
up last Sunday.

Mr. KELLEY of Pennsylvania asked
and was given permission to extend his
remarks in two instances, and include
in one an address by the Assistant to
the Under Secretary of Labor, and in the
other a eulogy delivered by the Most
Reverend John H. Wright at the requiem
mass for the Right Reverend Walter S.
Carroll, D. C,, in St. Matthew's Cathedral,
Washington, D. C., on February 27, last.

Mr. GRANT (at the request of Mr.
ELrioTT) was given permission to extend
his remarks in two separate instances
and include in one extracts from certain
letters and telegrams and in the other
an address by Hon. STEPHEN PACE, of
Georgia.

Mr. BARRETT of Pennsylvania (at
the request of Mr., PATTEN) was given
permission to extend his remarks.

Mr. PHILBIN asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks in two
instances and include speeches in one of
them and excerpts in the other,

Mr. DONOHUE asked and was given
permission to extend his remarks and
include an editorial.

Mr. PATTERSON (at the request of
Mr. MarTIN of Massachusetis) was given
permission to extend his remarks in three
instances and include editorials.

Mr, KLEIN (at the request of Mr. Mc-
CORMACK) was given permission to ex-
tend his remarks in two instances.

Mr. SHAFER asked and was given per-
mission to extend his remarks in three
instances.

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

By unanimous consent, leave of ab-
sence was granted as follows:

To Mr. Larcane, for three legislative
days, on account of accompanying the
Vice President on a visit to Louisiana,

May 19

To Mr. TroMpsoN, for today; on ace
count of official business.

To Mr. Fucare, for Monday, May 22,
on account of official business.

To Mr. Mack of ‘Washington (at the
request of Mr. Horan), for today, on
account of official business.

To Mrs. WoobpHoUSE (at the request of
Mr. BiemILLER), for an indefinite period,
on account of official business.

BILLS PRESENTED TO THE PRESIDENT

Mrs. NORTON, from the Committee
on House Administration, reported that
that committee did on this day present
to the President, for his approval, bills
of the House of the following titles:

H.R. 4433. An act to make retrocession to
the Commonwealth of Massachusetts over
certain land in Shirley, Mass.;

H.R. 4732, An act to direct the Secretary
of the Army to convey certain lands to the
Two Rock Union school district, a political
subdivision of the State of California, in.
Sonoms County, Calif.,, and for other pur=
poses; and

H.R.6171. An act to authorize commis=
sloned officers of the Army, Navy, Alr Force,
and Marine Corps, to administer certain
oaths, and for other purposes.

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. HAVENNER. Mr. Speaker, I move
that the House do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accordingly
(at 3 o'clock and 53 minutes p. m.),
under its previous order, the House ad-
journed until Monday, May 22, 1950, at
12 o’clock noon.

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC.

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV executive
communications were taken from the
Speaker’s table and referred as follows:

1460. A letter from the Comptroller Gen=
eral of the United States, transmitting a copy
of a report of the activities of the General
Accounting Office, pursuant to section 16 of
the Contract Settlement Act of 1944; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

1461, A letter from the Acting Attorney
General, transmitting a copy of the order of
the Commissioner of the Immigration and
Naturalization Service granting the status of
permanent residence to the subject of such
order; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

1462, A letter from the Acting Secretary of
the Treasury, transmitting a draft of a pro-
posed bill entitled “A bill to permit national
banks to give security in the form required by
State law for deposits of funds by local public
agencies and officers’”; to the Committee on
Banking and Currency.

1463. A letter from the Comptroller Gen=
eral of the United States, transmitting a re=-
port on the audit of Gevernment Services,
Inc., for the fiscal year encded December 31,
1948; to the Committee on Expenditures in
the Executive Departments,

1464. A letter from the Secretary of the
Army, transmitting a letter from the Chief of
Engineers, United States Army, dated March
28, 1950, submitting a report, together wlth
accompanying papers, on a preliminary ex
amination and survey of channels to snd
near Jefferson Islands, Chesapeake Bay, Md.,
with a view to their establlshment as an ald
to navigation and the establishment of a
harbor of refuge, authorized by the River
and Harbor Act approved on August 26, 1937;
to the Commlttee on Public Works.

1465. A letter from the Secretary of the

‘Army, transmitting a letter from the Chief of

Engineers, United States Army, dated March
20, 1950, submitting a report, together with

ccompanying papers, on a preliminary ex-
amination of Intracoastal Waterway from
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Jacksonville to Miami, Fla., with a view to
providing an auzillary side channel from the
Intracoastal Waterway mnear Titusville
through, and easterly of, Merritt Island via
Banana Creek and River to, or near, Eau
Gallie, Fla., authorized by the River and
Harbor Act approved on March 2, 1945; to the
Committee on Public Works,

1466. A letter from the Secretary of the
Army, transmitting a letter from the Chief of
Engineers, United States Army, dated March
31, 1950, submitting a report, together with
accompanying papers, on a preliminary ex=-
amination of Illinois River and Lake Dspue,
Ill., requested by a resolution of the Com-
mittes on Rivers and Harbors, House of Rep~
resentatives, adopted on November 8, 1945,
and also authorized by the River and Herbor
Act approved on July 24, 1946; to the Com-
mittee on Public Works.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUBLIC
BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of
committees were delivered to the Clerk
for printing and reference to the proper
calendar, as follows:

Mr. BYRNE of New York: Committee of
conference. H. R. 1285. A bill for the relief
of the legal guardian of Lena Mae West, a
minor (Rept. No. 2111). Ordered to be
printed.

Mr. MITES: Committee on Public Lands.
8. 2274. An act to provide for the addition
of certain lands to E1 Morro National Monu-
ment, in the State of New Mexico, and for
other purposes: without amendment (Rept.
No. 2112). Referred to the Committee of the
Whole House on the State of the Union.

Mr, ZERR: Committee on Appropriations.
H. R. 8567. A bill making appropriations to
supply deficiencies in certain appropriations
for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1850, and
for other purposes; without amendment
(Rept. No, 2113). Referred to the Committee
of the Whole House on the State of the Union.

Mr. BATES of EKentucky: Committee on
Appropriations. H. R. 8568. A bill making
appropriations for the government of the
District of Columbia and other activities
chargeable in whole or in part against the
revenues of such District for the fiscal year
ending June 30, 1951, and for other purposes;
without amendment (Rept. No. 2114). Re=-
ferred to the Committee of the Whole House
on the State of the Union.

Mr. CANNON: Committee on Appropria- .

tions. House Joint Resolutlon 476. Joint
resolution making temporary appropria=-
tions for the fiscal year 1950, and for other
purposes; without amendment (Rept. No.
2115). Referred to the Committee of the
Whole House on the State of the Union,

Mr. SPENCE: Committee on Banking and
Currency. H. R. B276. A bill to extend the
Housing and Rent Act of 1947, as amended,
and for other purposes; with amendment
(Rept. No. 2116). Referred to the Committee
of the Whole House on the State of the
Union,

Mr. KEE: Committee of conference. H. R.
7797. A bill to provide foreign economic
assistance (Rept. No. 2117). Ordered to be
printed,

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 3 of rule XXII, public
bills and resolutions were introduced and
severally referred as follows:

~ By Mr, SPENCE:

H. R. 8565. A bill to make capital and credit
more readily available for flnancing small
business, foster competition, and coordinate
Federal alds to small business, and thus to
promote, foster, and develop the domestic
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and foreign commerce of the United States,
and for other purposes; to the Committee
on Banking and Currency.

By Mr. PATMAN:

H. R.8566. A bill to make capital and credit
more readily available for financing small
business, foster competition, and coordinate
Federal alds to small business, and thus to
promote, foster, and develop the domes-
tic and foreign commerce of the United
States, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Banking and Currency.

By Mr. EERR:

H.R.35687. A bill making appropriations
to supply deficiencles in certain appropria-
tions for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1930,
and for other purposes; to the Committee on
Appropriations.

By Mr. BATES of Eentucky:

H.R.8568. A bill making appropriations
for the government of the District of Co-
lumbia and other activities chargeable in
whole or in part against the revenues of such
District for the fiscal year ending June 30,
1851, and for other purposes; to the Com=-
mittee on Appropriations,

By Mr. SPENCE:

H.R. 8560. A bill to strengthen the com-
mon defense by extending for 5 years the
authorlty for the Texas City tin smelter
operation; to the Committee on Banking and
Currency.

By Mr. THOMPSON:

H. R. 8570. A bill to strengthen the com-
mon defense by extending for 5 years the au-
thority for the Texas City tin smelter opera-
tlon; to the Committee on Banking and
Currency.

By Mr. BLATNIK:

H. R. 8571, A bill to authorize the exchange
of wildlife-refuge lands within the State of
Minnesota; to the Commitiee on Merchant
Marine and Fisheries.

By Mr. BURNSIDE:

H.R. 8572. A bill to amend paragraph 1798
of the Tariff Act-of 1930; to the Committee
on Ways and Means.

By Mr. HARE:

H. R. 8573. A bill to provide for the consid-
eration and payment of claims against the
Reconstruction Finance Corporation for live-
stock slaughter subsidy payments; to the
Committee on the Judiclary.

By Mr. LANE:

H.R.8574. A bil] authorizing the Attorney
General to incorporate certain nonprofit non-
political organizations, including those com-
posed solely of veterans; to the Committce
on the Judiciary. £

By Mr. POAGE:

H. R. 8575. A bill to provide emergency cot-
ton allotments to producers of farm commod-
itles whose 1950 crops have been substan-
tially destroyed by natural causes; to the
Committee on Agriculture.

By Mr. TEAGUE:

H. R. 8576. A bill to provide reimbursement
of expenses incurred in connection with the
burial of those who served in the military
forces of the Commonwealth of the Philip-
pines while such forces were in the Armed
Forces of the United States pursuant to the
military order of the President of the United
States dated July 26, 1941; to the Commlttee
on Veterans' Affairs.

By Mr. WHITE of Idaho:

H. R. 8577. A bill to prohibit the establish-
ment or maintenance of certain area officers
of the Bureau of Indian Affairs, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Public Lands.

By Mr. BMITH of Virginia:

H.R. 8578, A bill authorizing loans from
the United States Treasury for the expansion
of the District of Columbia water system; to
the Committee on the District of Columbia.

By Mr. CANNON:

H.J.Res. 476. Joint resolution making

temporary appropriations for the fiscal year
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1950, and for other purposes; to the Coma-
mittee on Appropriations.
By Mr. BUREE:

H. Con. Res. 212. Concurrent resolution ex-
pressing the sense of the Congiess that the
President should rescind foreign-trade agree-
ments with Communist-controlled countries;
to the Committee on Ways and Means,

By Mr, FURCOLO:

H. Res. 606. Resolution requesting the
President to appoint a bipartisan commis-
sion relating to American policy in Germany;
to the Committee cn Foreign Afiairs,

By Mr. MARCANTONIO:

H. Res. 607. Resolution making H. R. 2146,
a bill to amend the Railroad Retirement Act
of 1937, as amended, s0 as to provide full
annuities, at compensation of half salary or
wages based on the five highest years of
earnings, for individuals who have completed
30 years of service ar have attained the age
of €0, a special order of business; to the Com=
mittee on Rules.

PRIVATE EILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private
bills and resolutions were introduced and
severally referred as follows:

By Mr. EREEN:

H.R.8579. A bill for the relief of Mrs, Or-
inda Josephine Quigley; to the Committee on
the Judiciary,

By Mr. COUDERT:

H.R. 8580. A bill for the relief of Yingnan
Hoz2, Mesum Hoe, and Meguen Hoe; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mrs, DOUGLAS:

H.R. 8581. A bill for the rellef of Yasuko

Higuchi; to the Committee on the Judiciary,
By Mr. LATHAM:

H. R. 8682. A bill for the relief of Kenneth
R. Kleinman; to the Committee on the Judi-
ciary,

By Mr. O'HARA of Illinois: *

H.R.8583. A bill for the relief of Hisako
Shimizu; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. POTTER:

H. R, 8584, A bill for the relief of Mrs, To=
kie Sato Keating, Terry Yoichi Keating, and
Betty Jean Eeating; to the Committee on the
Judlelary.

By Mr. WALTER (by request) :

H.R.8585. A bill for the relief of Athena
Mary Onasses; to the Committee on the Judi=
ciary. ™

PETITIONS, ETC.

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, petitions
and papers were laid on the Clerk's desk
and referred as follows:

2163, By Mr. HOLMES: Resolution of Co=
lumbia Basin School Development Associa-
tion, signed by superintendents of schools
and members of school boards of Grand Cou=
lee, Coulee City, Soap Lake, Ephrata, Quincy,
Moses Lake, Warden, Othello, Connell, Pasco,
Lind, and Eltopia, endorsing House hills 8113
and 7940; to the Committee on Education
and Labor,

21564. By Mr. MILLER of Maryland: Reso=
lution of the Somerset County Farm Bureau,
Princess Anne, Md., urging Congress to make
effective the recommendations of the Hoover
Commission by enacting appropriate legis=
lation in cooperation with the educational
program of the Citizens' Committee for the
Hoover Report; to the Committee on Expen=
ditures in the Executive Departments.

2155. By Mr. RICH: Resolution of Dewey
Heichel Post, No., 4907, Veterans of Foreign
Wars, Wellsboro, Pa., in opposition to any
form of compulsory health insurance or any
system of politieal medicine designed for na-
tional bureaucratic control; to the Commit=
tee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.
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